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Abstract 
This dissertation analyzes the suburbs of Minneapolis and St. Paul, Minnesota as historically 
Indian places and demonstrates the continuous residency of American Indians in suburbs. In 
order to uncover the indigenous history of the suburban Twin Cities, I use an 
interdisciplinary methodology that includes a demographic analysis of U.S. Census data, a 
close reading of historical archives, and auto-ethnography based on my personal experiences 
as a suburban Indian to challenge common narratives of suburbia and to underscore the 
participation of American Indian people in the processes of suburbanization.  
 
Part one of this dissertation focuses on the years between the end of the U.S.-Dakota War 
(1862) and the start of World War I. Here, I argue Indian people were engaged in the early 
development of Indian places into suburbs despite policies to remove Indian people and the 
growing number of non-Native settlers who eclipsed an Indian presence. In part two, I focus 
on the policies that shaped suburbia and Indian Country during the second half of the 
twentieth century. I examine the role of World War II era federal housing policies that 
promoted suburbanization and new home construction, specifically the 1944 G.I. Bill home 
loan program. My analysis interrogates how the federal Indian policies of Relocation and 
Termination prevented American Indian suburbanization and homeownership and critiques 
the more recent Section 184 American Indian Home Loan Program. I problematize 
scholarship in American studies, urban studies, and suburban studies by challenging 
narratives of suburbia that predominately focus on whiteness, domesticity, and 
homeownership in the post-World War II period.  
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Introduction 
 
“We lived in the suburbs, but we visited Oklahoma at least once and often twice a year, 
and I sometimes spent the whole summer in Lawton, where my grandparents lived, or on 
the farm where my white grandparents lived.”1 
 
When I was young in the 1980s, I remember that my family would drive to Minneapolis 
to see the doctor at the Indian Health Service clinic located on Franklin Avenue. Just 
beyond the Hiawatha Avenue exit, as we would pass the Little Earth housing complex, I 
would always see Indian people on the sidewalks and nearby parks, perhaps on their way 
to the Indian Center just around the corner. I can still recall the name of the woman who 
worked at the front desk of the Indian clinic, the woman who always cheerfully greeted 
us as we stepped off the elevator – Ramona. During my childhood, I assumed that 
everyone who lived in our suburban community had to travel to the city to see the doctor 
or dentist, I don’t think I knew at the time we were going to the “Indian clinic” and that it 
in fact was a marker of race and class. Another more fond memory of my childhood is 
visiting my maternal grandmother who lived in southeastern Oklahoma every summer, 
visits that sometimes coincided with family reunions near Shawnee, Oklahoma. Each 
visit to my grandma’s entailed learning bits and pieces of my family history, including 
why all of my mother’s family lived in California or Oklahoma, not Minnesota, and why 
my grandmother and her siblings were in Oklahoma. When I was young, I also assumed 
most peoples’ grandparents - and aunts and uncles - lived far away and were only visited 
in the summer, much like mine. The summer after my freshman year of high school was 
the first time I remember visiting the reservation in east-central California where my 
                                                
1 Paul Chaat Smith, Everything You Know About Indians is Wrong (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota 
Press, 2009), 165. 
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mother grew up, and, where she resides once again today, though I had been there as a 
toddler almost a decade prior. One of the most profound memories I have from that visit 
to the Tuolumne Me-Wuk Rancheria near Sonora, California when I was fifteen was the 
shock, sadness, and empathy I felt as I saw poverty, knowing it was also where my 
mother grew up. This was a life I did not know, I was raised in suburban Minneapolis, a 
suburban Indian.  
  In the mid 1980s, Coon Rapids, Minnesota was still a developing and now, 
rapidly changing suburb immediately adjacent to the Mississippi River. In 1987 my 
family moved to Coon Rapids, just twenty minutes north of Minneapolis, chosen for its 
convenience to “the city,” where my father worked for the railroad, and its affordability. 
Before I was born my parents, neither of whom is from Minnesota, had lived a short time 
in Minnesota, but were forced to move to Oklahoma - where I was born - when my dad 
was laid-off during the Reagan years and economic downturn of the early 1980s. After 
several years in Oklahoma we briefly moved to Aberdeen, South Dakota where my dad 
was able to secure a better paying job, before eventually returning to Minnesota when my 
dad was finally called back to his employment with the railroad. As a young, working-
class family in a growing community, Coon Rapids, we lived in an apartment for a brief 
time before my parents were able to purchase a lot in a new subdivision and built a home. 
My sister and I, both in the early years of elementary school, were simultaneously 
enrolled in the local school district as well as the district’s Indian Education Program. As 
I grew and learned over the years, this program, exclusively for American Indian students 
in the suburban district, would be influential in my perceptions of self, how others 
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perceived me, and how I eventually found my way to both college and graduate school. It 
would be through this institution, the Anoka-Hennepin Indian Education Program, that I 
would begin to interrogate, historicize, and analyze the complexity of what it means to be 
a suburban Indian.  
 I spent the bulk of my childhood and adolescence in Coon Rapids and I eventually 
returned there after four years away at college as I began the process to land my first 
“real job.” In the fall of 2005 I was hired by the Anoka-Hennepin Indian Education 
Program to serve as an Academic Adviser. As a liaison between students, schools, and 
parents I worked with approximately 150 American Indian students in grades 
kindergarten through twelfth-grade. Anoka-Hennepin is Minnesota’s largest school 
district, in terms of students, with over 500 Native students in total. Notably, this was the 
exact same Indian Education Program I had participated in as I made my way from 
kindergarten through twelfth grade when I was enrolled as a student in the district. The 
Anoka-Hennepin Indian Education Program, which first began serving students during 
the 1973-1974 academic year, works to “encourage and inspire the academic 
achievement, social and emotional development, and cultural awareness of [the district’s] 
American Indian students.”2 To be eligible for services each student must be an enrolled 
member of a federally recognized tribe or have a parent or grandparent who is an enrolled 
member of a federally recognized tribe.3 As a federally funded program, with additional 
                                                
2 http://anokahennepin.schoolwires.net/Page/18377 (accessed January 28, 2015). 
3 The official federal definition of “Indian” for education program services states that Indian means any 
individual who is (1) a member (as defined by the Indian tribe or band) of an Indian tribe or band, including 
those Indian tribe or bands terminated since 1940, and those recognized by the State in which the tribe or 
band reside; or (2) a descendent in the first or second degree (parent or grandparent) as described in (1); or 
(3) considered by the Secretary of the Interior to be an Indian for any purpose; or (4) an Eskimo or Aleut or 
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state and local support, the Indian Education Program also relies on the Johnson 
O’Malley Act, passed in 1934, for supplementary funding which is contingent on the 
number of Native students enrolled in the program who meet specific blood quantum 
criteria.4  
 My experience, as a Native woman who was raised in a predominately white 
suburb and as an educator working with Native youth in a predominately white suburban 
school district, forced me to reconcile what it means to be an Indian person who lives in a 
suburb. As a district employee I regularly faced difficult questions, both from the general 
public and from district staff about the program – specifically about its purposes, the 
missed “learning” time when Native students were pulled from class to participate instead 
in cultural programs and receive academic support, how and why the program was 
funded, and how it was perceived of as an “entitlement” program. I was forced to defend 
the very students I worked with, and in a way, myself. I regularly faced seemingly 
ignorant and hurtful comments based on the students’ (assumed) blood quantum and 
Native identity, (assumed) need for services or lack thereof, and (assumed) entitlement. 
In time I too began to question what it means to be a suburban Indian. Specifically, I 
wondered where the suburban Indians I worked with and interacted with on a daily basis 
were from both regionally and tribally? How long have Indian people lived in the suburbs 
and why did they come – as if we are somehow so different from everyone else who lives 
                                                                                                                                            
other Alaska Native; or (5) a member of an organized Indian group that received a grant under the Indian 
Education Act of 1988 as it was in effect October 19, 1994. 
4 The Johnson O’Malley Act of 1934 (JOM) provides federal subsidies to schools. JOM funds may be used 
for culture, language, and academic programs as well as for dropout prevention. To receive JOM funds 
schools must collect enrollment and blood-quantum information from American Indian students and 
families. Students who are one-quarter or more degree Indian blood of a federally recognized Indian tribe 
are eligible for JOM services and their school’s are thus eligible for JOM funding. 	
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in a suburb? Why is there such a disconnect between “Indian” and “suburb?” Eventually I 
began to grapple with my own history – as a suburban Indian, distanced from my home 
reservations and having never lived there – and the struggles I saw many of the students I 
worked with face, many with few ties to a reservation community and most under 
pressure to identify in certain ways. I wondered what the student’s connection to a larger 
(i.e. more “visible”) Indian community was, if any? After all, I lived in Minnesota – an 
Ojibwe and Dakota place – but I am Tuolumne Me-Wuk (California) and an enrolled 
member of the Citizen Potawatomi Nation (Oklahoma). Why are we seemingly 
“invisible?” What types of racism and discrimination do Indians face as suburbanites? 
What is the relationship between suburban Indians and those on reservations or those 
who live in urban centers? Finally, I began to think more broadly about suburban Indians 
and place. Though these places have become increasingly recognized as contemporary 
suburbs, certainly Indian people have lived in these areas before the extensive 
development and suburbanization of the twentieth century.5 What role did Indian people 
play in mid to late-twentieth century suburbanization? How many Indians actually live(d) 
in suburbs? How are suburban Indians different from urban or reservation Indians and 
why? I thought about these and other questions on a near daily basis as I advised and 
learned from over 150 suburban Indians in the Indian Education Program for the Anoka-
Hennepin School District. 
 My dissertation, Indigenous Suburbs: Settler Colonialism, Housing Policy, and 
American Indians in Suburbia, is an interdisciplinary project that begins to answer key 
questions about suburban Indians with a specific focus on the suburbs of Minneapolis and 
                                                
5 See page 17 for a discussion of my use of the term “suburb.” 
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St. Paul, Minnesota. Throughout this dissertation I focus on histories of place and place-
making, on the movement of Indian people away from reservations, and on federal Indian 
and federal housing policies in order to build a framework that rethinks and remembers 
suburban spaces as places occupied by Indian people prior to and after Euro-American 
settlement. I historicize suburbanization in Minnesota and the policies that have regularly 
rendered American Indian people in suburbs invisible, including the immediate and 
lasting effects of the U.S.-Dakota War, key New Deal era housing programs, the Indian 
Relocation Program, and post-World War II policies. This focus allows me to counter 
common narratives of suburbia and suburbanization that originate almost exclusively in 
the World War II era that regularly disregard Indian places and Indian people who have 
always called these areas home. Furthermore, I counter assumptions of Indian people as 
exclusively associated with reservations or urban environments.  
 Throughout my dissertation I question how American Indian people in suburbs 
have been rendered invisible and address ongoing settler colonialism and the 
inadequacies in federal housing policies that have each contributed to their erasure from 
public memory. As such, my dissertation focuses on Indian people who have been 
effectively ignored in processes of suburbanization and the policies that have promoted 
homeownership. Instead, I point to the active role American Indian people played in the 
development and growth of suburbs despite the history of federal and local level policies 
that often worked against them. My dissertation pays particular attention to the migration 
and movements of Indian people throughout the nineteenth and twentieth centuries to 
metropolitan areas. Historical migrations of Indian people, based on seasonal rounds, 
    7 
have been well documented and I build on this scholarship with a focus on more recent 
migration patterns of Indian people in the twentieth century that continue to hinge on 
economic livelihood and sustainability.6 Though migrations and movements of Indian 
people are often self-propelled, I argue that federal Indian policies fueled Indian people’s 
movements during the late-nineteenth century and into the twentieth century. Later, 
federal housing policies would stimulate the growth and development of contemporary 
suburbs while a new shift in federal Indian policies provided an incentive for Indian 
people to leave reservations for metropolitan areas. Once in cities, American Indian 
people were faced with limited housing options and were often excluded from housing 
programs and residential areas due to racism and bureaucratic red tape. Eventually, in 
public memory and in public history, suburbs became white and the opportunity for 
envisioning suburban Indians was rapidly closed. Indeed, suburban Indians are in fact 
remarkable given their exclusion at the federal and local levels but also because of their 
erasure from public memory.  
 While there has been a recent growth in scholarship on alternative narratives of 
Indian urbanization as well as on suburbanization and suburban homeownership, 
particularly for communities of color in American Studies, American Indian and 
Indigenous Studies, and Urban Studies literature, no one has put American Indians or 
federal Indian policy at the center of their analysis of suburbanization. In the field of 
                                                
6 For more information on seasonal rounds please see Chantal Norrgard, Seasons of Change: Labor, Treaty 
Rights, and Ojibwe Nationhood (Chapel Hill: Univeristy of North Carolina Press, 2014), Brenda Child, “A 
New Seasonal Round: Government Boarding Schools, Federal Work Programs, and Ojibwe Family Live 
during the Great Depression” in Enduring Nations: Native Americans in the Midwest, R. David Edmunds, 
ed. (Chicago: University of Illinois Press, 2008), and William Cronon, Changes in the Land: Indians, 
Colonialists, and the Ecology of New England (New York: Hill and Wang, 2003). 
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American Indians and Indigenous Studies, scholars have begun to reframe the processes 
of twentieth century urbanization across the U.S. and Canada, including a more thorough 
interrogation of the Relocation program. In this dissertation I begin to address the 
absence of a concise analysis of American Indian suburbanization during the long 
twentieth century and now, into the twenty-first century. Similarly, though scholars in 
American Studies and Urban Studies have paid an increasing amount of attention to 
people color in suburbs, particularly African Americans; American Indian people have 
remained consistently absent in this scholarship.7 My dissertation adds to the scholarship 
in American Studies, American Indian and Indigenous Studies, and Urban Studies that 
challenges common and problematic narratives of suburbanization that have almost 
exclusively focused on whiteness, domesticity, and homeownership in the post-World 
War II period.8  
 My dissertation differs from other scholarship because of its precise focus on 
suburban Indians. Suburban Indians are often ignored and overlooked at the policy level 
and in academia, thus they and their histories have been erased and made invisible. 
However, my work brings Indian people to the center of suburbanization. The 
suburbanization of Indian people is an important area of study precisely because 
suburban Indians exist beyond multiple mutually exclusive binaries (black/white, 
urban/rural, traditional/modern, for example) that have long been ingrained in American 
                                                
7 I build on scholarship within American Studies that examines suburbia as a racial project see Jody 
Vallejo, Barrios to Burbs: The Making of the Mexican American Middle Class (Stanford: Stanford 
University Press, 2012) and Leonard S. Rubinowitz and James E. Rosenbaum, Crossing the Class and 
Color Lines: From Public Housing to White Suburbia (Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 2000). 
8 For key resources on alternative views of suburbanization see Andrew Wiese, Places of Their Own: 
African American Suburbanization in the Tweniteth Century (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2004) 
and Becky M. Nicolaides, My Blue Heaven: Life and Politics in the Working-Class Suburbs of Los Angeles, 
1920-1965 (Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 2002). 
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culture. These binaries are inherently problematic because they do not allow access to 
those who exist beyond their frameworks and, in the case of identity, serve as limits, as if 
you are one or the other or do not fit. My research provides an alternative and more 
representative and inclusive view of Indian people that emphasizes the legacies of 
governmental policies while also working to disrupt the presumed whiteness of suburbs. 
In order to do so, I examine how key socioeconomic factors including education (and 
educational opportunities) and employment (and employment opportunities) are linked to 
and markers of distinction between residential location and homeownership. My 
groundbreaking research has the potential to help scholars across multiple fields, policy 
makers, and community members better understand why American Indian people, as a 
racial group, consistently rank lowest for key markers of health and socioeconomics.  
 American Indian suburbanization is a rich area of study because today the 
majority of all Indian people live outside of rural, reservation environments and instead 
reside in metropolitan areas, increasingly these Indian people live in suburbs. According 
to the 2010 U.S. Census, in Minnesota one-fifth of individuals who identified as single-
race American Indian lived in a Twin Cities suburb, of those who identified as American 
Indian in conjunction with one or more races, 38 percent lived in a suburb of Minneapolis 
or St. Paul. Despite federal Indian policies and housing policies that sought to first 
confine Indian people to reservations, or, in the case of Dakota people in Minnesota – 
exile them, and later to Relocate Indian people to urban areas, today’s growing suburban 
American Indian population underscores the resiliency and survivance of Indian people.9 
                                                
9 See Gerald Vizenor Survivance: Narratives of Native Presence (Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press, 
2008). 
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As I bring together the diverse and growing fields of American Studies, American Indian 
and Indigenous Studies, and Urban Studies, I argue that Indian people, though largely 
ignored in processes of suburbanization and left out of policies that promoted 
homeownership, have always played an active role in the growth and development of 
suburbs.  
 I intervene in the existing scholarship in American Indian and Indigenous Studies 
through my specific focus on Indian people in suburbs, both historically and 
contemporarily, and as such my dissertation is situated alongside the few studies of 
Indian urbanization. The scholarship of Coll Thrush, Nicholas Rosenthal, and James B. 
LaGrand have been instrumental in my research on the history, movement, and lived 
experience of Indian people in metropolitan areas prior to the Relocation program.10 As 
Thrush argues, Seattle is a historically Indian place whose indigenous inhabitants have 
been rendered invisible over time through policies that have reduced their land while 
renaming and remaking traditional Native places in the city. Thrush provides an 
alternative narrative to Seattle’s development that incorporates and emphasizes 
indigenous connections to land. Similarly, Rosenthal asks us to “re-imagine” what counts 
as “Indian Country” through his examination of a more indigenous Los Angeles. It is 
precisely these “earlier” histories of place that must be re-imagined to be inclusive of 
American Indian people who were essentially the first suburbanites, including the many 
who have consistently maintained traditional ties to place, despite local, state, and federal 
efforts to the contrary. Though LaGrand centers his attention on Chicago, I extend his 
                                                
10 Coll Thrush, Native Seattle: Histories from the Crossing-Over Place (Seattle: University of Washington 
Press, 2008) and Nicholas Rosenthal, Reimagining Indian Country: Native American Migration and 
Identity in Twentieth-Century Los Angeles (Chapel Hill: The University of North Carolina Press, 2012). 
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examination of Relocation in particular through my examination of primary source 
materials to better understand the critiques of relocatees from Minnesota. LaGrand also 
opens an opportunity for dialog into housing opportunities for Indian people and 
American Indian suburbanization.11  
 I draw on early Indian urbanization literature and on the scant literature that 
examines Indian housing policies. My work expands upon the scholarship of Elaine M. 
Neils, Donald Fixico, and Kenneth R. Philp through an examination of American Indian 
housing policies during the Termination and Relocation era and relies on the scholarship 
of legal scholar Virginia Davis as a starting point from which to offer such critique.12 The 
scholarship of James B. LaGrand and Renya Ramirez (in addition to Thrush and 
Rosenthal) have provided place-specific localized analysis of urbanization that also 
carefully analyze the multitude of forces at play, including family ties and tribal 
responsibilities, when Indian people choose to move to a metropolitan environment.13 
The groundbreaking Indigenous in the City, edited by Evelyn Peters and Chris Andersen, 
offers a critical international perspective on Indigenous urbanization.14 Peters and 
Andersen incorporate international scholarship from Indigenous Studies scholars in the 
United States, Australia, and New Zealand to provide a thought-provoking analysis of the 
                                                
11 James B. LaGrand, Indian Metropolis: Native Americans in Chicago, 1945-1975 (Chicago: University of 
Chicago Press, 2002). 
12 Elaine M. Neils, Reservation to the City: Indian Migration and Federal Relocation (Chicago: University 
of Chicago Press, 1971), Donald Fixico, Termination and Relocation: Federal Indian Policy, 1945-1960 
(Albuquerque: University of New Mexico Press, 1990), Kenneth R. Philp, Termination Revisited: 
American Indians on the Trail to Self-Determination, 1933-1953 (Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press, 
2002), and Virginia Davis, “A Discovery of Sorts: Reexamining the Origins of the Federal Indian Housing 
Obligation,” Harvard BlackLetter Law Journal Volume 18, (Spring 2002). 	
13 James B. LaGrand, Indian Metropolis: Native Americans in Chicago, 1945-1975 (Chicago: University of 
Illinois Press, 2002) and Renya K. Ramirez, Native Hubs: Culture, Community, and Belonging in Silicon 
Valley and Beyond (Durham: Duke University Press, 2007). 
14 Evelyn Peters and Chris Andersen, ed., Indigenous in the City: Contemporary Identities and Cultural 
Innovation (Vancouver: University of British Columbia Press, 2013). 
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systematic colonialism of Indigenous people during the twentieth century across each of 
these continents.    
In order to understand suburbs as distinct places, Urban Studies offers a 
foundation from which to make sense of suburban identity as separate from urban or rural 
identities. Using Kenneth Jackson’s Crabgrass Frontier as a base, my project examines 
the boom of suburbanization that followed on the heels of World War II. Jackson’s 
historiography of suburbs provides a jumping-off point for my understanding and use of 
suburb. My work is informed by texts that critique the broad lack of people of color in 
suburban areas including work by Thomas J. Sugrue, Leonard S. Rubinowitz and James 
E. Rosenbaum.15 However, very few texts actually critically engage the absence and/or 
smaller population of people of color in suburbs. These works investigate race (almost 
exclusively African Americans), race relations, and often class within suburbs and uses 
specific case studies of racial exclusion in suburbs. Although Robert O. Self’s American 
Babylon focuses on race in Oakland after World War II, it is primarily focused on 
Oakland proper and little on the suburbs that exist around Oakland and the larger Bay 
Area and he maintains a focus on African Americans.16 Though Andrew Wiese’s Places 
of Their Own does examine suburbs and how suburbs were formed by the racialization of 
the “Other,” his focus is again, on African Americans.17 The scholarship of Arnold R. 
Hirsh demonstrates the ways white postwar suburbanization created “second-ghettos” 
                                                
15 Thomas J. Sugrue, The Origins of the Urban Crisis: Race and Inequality in Postwar Detroit (Princeton: 
Princeton University Press, 2005) and Leonard S. Rubinowitz and James E. Rosenbaum, Crossing the 
Class and Color Lines: From Public Housing to White Suburbia (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 
2002). 
16 Robert O. Self, American Babylon: Race and the Struggle for Postwar Oakland (Princeton: Princeton 
University Press, 2005). 
17 Andrew Wiese, Places of Their Own: African American Suburbanization in the Twentieth Century 
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2005).	
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through inequitable housing policies that instead sought to promote segregation.18 David 
M.P. Freund’s book, Colored Property, offers a framework from which to think about the 
use of language in racially restrictive housing policies that has also informed how I think 
about and understand the ways red lining and racially restrictive covenants also pertained 
to American Indian people. My research will bring much needed attention to American 
Indians in suburbs. While certain dynamics may overlap between African American and 
American Indian suburban experiences, distinct attention must be paid to indigenous ties 
to land that is regularly over-shadowed through the ongoing processes of settler-
colonialism and dispossession. More, American Indian people are distinct from any other 
racial group, including African Americans, because of their legal and political 
relationship with the federal government, a relationship that further sets American Indian 
suburbanization experience apart from all other racial or ethnic groups in the U.S. 
My project diverges from both American Indian Studies and Urban Studies by 
making an explicit connection between suburbs and American Indian peoples. Rather 
than a mutually exclusive black-white suburban binary, I argue for the inclusion of Indian 
people in dialogs of postwar suburbia. Here, I build upon the work of Philip Deloria and 
Paige Raibmon as I emphasize suburban Indians in modernity while they also retain 
indigeneity and “authenticity.”19  Suburban Indians, and arguably, even urban Indians, 
                                                
18 Arnold R. Hirsch, “Less than Plessy: The Inner City, Suburbs, and State-Sanctioned Residential 
Segregation in the Age of Brown,” in The New Suburban History, ed. Kevin M. Kruse and Thomas J. 
Sugrue (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2006), 35-36. 
19 Philip J. Deloria, Indians in Unexpected Places (Lawrence, Kansas: University Press of Kansas, 2004) 
and Paige Raibmon, Authentic Indians: Episodes of Encounter form the Late-Nineteenth-Century 
Northwest Coast (Durham, North Carolina: Duke University Press, 2005). 
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seem to be out of place, both in the temporal and spatial sense that Deloria and Raibmon 
examine. 
 This dissertation is interdisciplinary. As an American Studies project, I think 
critically about settler colonialism, U.S. policy, and race while I draw on research 
methods from American Indian Studies, History, and Sociology in particular. The ability 
to pull from these diverse fields allows me to weave together a more cohesive and 
thorough narrative of American Indian suburbanization over time. In particular I pay 
close attention to scholarship in American Studies that requires a close re-examination 
and analysis of American empire, colonialism, and class. I apply this line of inquiry to the 
formation, growth, and celebration of American suburbs throughout the twentieth 
century. The field of American Indian Studies also provides a critical framework to 
examine erasure, federal Indian policy, and American Indian urbanization. I situate my 
work to disrupt public and local histories and to re-script the narratives of suburbs and 
suburbanization by centering American Indians at the heart of my analysis. I bridge 
American Studies and American Indians Studies and offer a critique of the portrayal of 
American Indians during the twentieth century, particularly through popular 
representations of Indian people that hinge on the reservation-urban binary. 
 Though the fields of American Studies and American Indians Studies provide a 
strong basis for my research, I supplement my methodology with historical analysis, 
archival research, and demography. The research I have conducted works to fill a 
scholarly void - suburban Indians and American Indian suburbanization - and I must 
therefore be simultaneously broad with my approach with a keen eye on the local. My 
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approach uses numerical census data to offer a quantitative analysis of suburban Indians 
that helps to demonstrate the presence of Indian people over time and the historical 
archive as a qualitative tool. The historical archive I have accessed and analyze include 
local histories of place, personal narratives, oral histories, government documents, letters, 
photographs, and public history to make clear the participation of American Indians in 
the processes of suburbanization as well as to describe the dramatic and rapid changes 
that occurred across place. As land rapidly shifted hands in during the mid to late-
nineteenth century and into the early twentieth century, in chapters one and two I focus 
on “settlement” and “development.” As that same land became the suburban areas we 
envision today, in chapters three and four my focus shifts to policy and exclusion during 
the mid to late-twentieth century.  
 Throughout this dissertation on rely on auto-ethnography as a framework and 
mode of analysis to make sense of the experiences of suburban Indians in the Twin 
Cities. I draw on Malinda Maynor Lowery’s definition of auto-ethnography, “a method of 
exploring one’s own relationship to research that begins with questioning how culture 
and society have affected one’s experiences . . . often I am telling someone else’s story 
and not my own . . . I have examined my own place in my family and culture.”20 
However, I diverge from Lowery’s use of auto-ethnography because instead of using my 
or my family’s experience as a guide, I use it as a foundation or starting point. I begin and 
end this dissertation with my and my family’s story. The center, then, is composed of the 
family stories of other Native people in the suburban Twin Cities over time and from 
                                                
20 Malinda Maynor Lowery, Lumbee Indians in the Jim Crow South: Race, Identity, and the Making of a 
Nation (Chapel Hill: The University of North Carolina Press, 2010), xvi. 
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differing geographic areas. However, my experience brought me to this project and 
informs how I think about it, the people contained within it, and therefore it is very much 
shaped by auto-ethnography as a suburban Indian. As a suburban Indian who grew up 
and continues to reside in a suburb of Minneapolis, I am not able to objectively separate 
my own, personal experiences, and that of my family, from my research. I also firmly 
believe my personal history and experience as a suburban Indian adds a level of 
complexity and enhances my research and writing. My use of auto-ethnography in this 
way is significant because I envision my research and writing stems as an indigenous 
perspective and is largely meant for the Native community.  
 In an effort to tell a more complete and accurate history, I maintain a focus on 
Minnesota. Minnesota, and the suburbs of Minneapolis and St. Paul in particular, provide 
an interesting and important site of analysis for suburban Indians. First, Minnesota is the 
traditional homelands of the Dakota and Ojibwe people. As chapter one details, though 
the Dakota and Ojibwe were removed from their homelands throughout the nineteenth 
century, they both remain large tribal nations with strong ties to place. Second, Minnesota 
is home to eleven federally recognized reservation communities. Throughout northern 
Minnesota are seven federally recognized Ojibwe reservations, and, in the southern 
portion of the state are four federally recognized Dakota communities, two of which are 
in close proximity to Minneapolis and St. Paul. Third, Minnesota, and Minneapolis and 
St. Paul more specifically, maintains a large urban Indian population.21 This urban Indian 
                                                
21 In 2000, the single-race and multiple-race American Indian & Alaska Native population of Minneapolis 
was approaching 60,000 persons. This was comparable to Tucson, AZ, Portland, OR, and Denver, CO. 
During the same year, the combined single and multiple race American Indian & Alaska Native population 
of Los Angeles was over 400,000 and Chicago’s was just over 70,000.  
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population, spread across Minneapolis and St. Paul garnered national attention during the 
1950s Relocation effort, and, later during the 1970s as the American Indian Movement 
was founded, a period when the urban Indian population in Minneapolis was one of the 
largest in the nation based on percent of total population. Finally, today the urban and 
suburban population of the Twin Cities is composed of Native people from across the 
continent, hemisphere, and globe, thereby forcing us to reconsider what it means to not 
only be a “suburban Indian” but “indigenous in the suburb” as well.  
 In order to be consistent across time and to offer a basic definition of what I 
consider suburban, I maintain my focus on the seven country metro area of the Twin 
Cities, which I identify as suburban, this includes Anoka, Carver, Dakota, Hennepin, 
Ramsey, Scott, and Washington counties. The seven county metro area I use differs from 
the metropolitan and micropolitan statistical areas delineated by the U.S. Office of 
Management and Budget and applied to U.S. Census data.22 I keep my attention on the 
seven county metro area because, over time, these counties have remained most 
consistently suburban and have been viewed as places close to and adjacent to Hennepin 
and Ramsey counties where Minneapolis and St. Paul, which I consider urban, are 
located. Therefore, the places I consider “suburban,” in this dissertation, include the 
places within the seven county metro area that are not the urban centers of Minneapolis 
or St. Paul. These are the areas today that are widely accepted as “suburban,” those with 
higher rates of single-family homes in relative close proximity, neighborhoods connected 
to each other by paved roads, linked to the urban core by local streets, highways, and 
                                                
22 The Minneapolis-St. Paul statistical metropolitan area in use today includes sixteen counties, two of 
which are in Wisconsin. This statistical area is regularly updated based on U.S. Census data on population.  
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interstates. However, I recognize suburbs do not begin and end by county or city line and 
that the places we consider suburban today was not fifty or one hundred years ago. I have 
chosen to refer to the seven county metro area throughout this dissertation for matters of 
consistency, however, I do acknowledge when places are or are not quite suburban and in 
cases where the city I discuss is not quite suburban by today’s standards I point this out 
and offer a description of place.  
 In addition to the clearly demarcated geographic boundaries and borders I use and 
refer to throughout this dissertation, I also refer to other concepts of place. This includes 
my use of the term “Twin Cities.” When I use the term Twin Cities I do not mean 
Minneapolis and St. Paul, but the larger and encompassing region, inclusive of suburbs 
and urban areas that spans the seven county metro area. However, in terms of place, more 
important is my use of the term “Indian place.” By Indian place I mean a geographic land 
area or geographic feature for which the tribes of Minnesota have claims and connections 
to, these are primarily based on historical ties to specific place. I use Indian place to 
describe such things as contemporary suburbs, cities, lakes, confluences of river ways, 
and mounds in order to underscore the lengthy indigenous claims to space across the 
Twin Cities and the state of Minnesota. In order to claim a place as an Indian place I 
make clear the historical Indian, almost always Dakota or Ojibwe, ties to the place I 
discuss and examine, to do so I use census data and the historical archives. In this way I 
am able to demonstrate that the places we think of today as suburbs have much longer 
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and complex histories as Indian places as well, a juxtaposition that should also be 
acknowledged rather than overlooked and, in many cases, erased.23  
 Throughout this dissertation I use several terms to refer to indigenous people both 
locally and broadly. Most commonly I use the term “Indian.” I take this to mean people 
indigenous to the U.S., this includes Dakota and Ojibwe people but also American Indian 
peoples from outside of Minnesota. I use “Native” interchangeably with Indian to also 
mean American Indian. Similarly, I use the term “indigenous” several times throughout 
this dissertation. Though this term is generally viewed as more inclusive of peoples 
outside the United States, I use it to also refer to American Indian people when I want to 
be more inclusive. At times I use the terms Dakota and Ojibwe, I use these tribe specific 
names when I refer to or focus on the tribal groups and/or Native people of Minnesota 
specifically and exclusively. Importantly, each of these designations relies primarily on 
self-identification, how individuals perceived and identified themselves.  
 I examine U.S. census data from the nineteenth century to the present as a 
quantitative base to illustrate the presence of American Indians in suburbs over time. In 
particular, I use the Minnesota Population Center’s (MPC) Integrated Public Use 
Microdata Series (IPUMS) to access population and socioeconomic data from decennial 
censuses as well as publicly available U.S. Census data accessible through 
ancestry.com.24 The earliest census records I examine are those from 1880 and the latest 
                                                
23 I base my use of place on Yi-Fu Tuan, Space and Place: The Perspective of Experience (Minneapolis: 
University of Minnesota Press, 2001). See Chapter One for a more thorough discussion of space and place 
as well as my use Indian place.  
24 Established in March 2000, the Minnesota Population Center (MPC) is a University of Minnesota 
research center established by the Vice President for Research which houses extensive and diverse 
demographic data from sources including the U.S. Census and international censes. Steven Ruggles, Katie 
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are from the 2000 decennial census. U.S. Indian Census Rolls (1845-1940) also inform a 
substantial part of my quantitative research while military records and Relocation records 
inform a smaller, though equally significant, aspect of this research. Records that predate 
1941 are publically accessible in their entirety and in their original format.25 I use 
individual and family names from this time period without pseudonyms, because it is 
considered public data, and when possible I include images of these documents. The 
decennial census microdata from 1950 onward in this dissertation was accessed through 
IPUMS.26   
 Though I rely heavily on the census as a quantitative framework, I also recognize 
its limitations. In 1879 an Act was passed to hire and train enumerators to travel to 
households to collect census data, prior to this the U.S. census was conducted by U.S. 
Marshalls.27 Ultimately it was an enumerator’s responsibility to interpret the census 
instructions and then make a final decision to record a racial identity for each individual 
and family. In 1960 the U.S. Census Bureau began to mail census forms to household 
marking the shift to “self-identification” and the 1970 census marks the change from 
enumerator-based identification to self-identification. Race on the census has been a 
contentious topic and has received recent scholarly attention, particularly for American 
                                                                                                                                            
Genadek, Ronald Goeken, Josiah Grover, and Matthew Sobek. Integrated Public Use Microdata Series: 
Version 6.0 [Machine-readable database]. Minneapolis: University of Minnesota, 2015. 
25 The federal government protects individual census data for 70 years to ensure data privacy and to protect 
identity.  
26 Microdata, as defined by the MCP, are composed of individual records containing information collected 
on persons and households. The unit of observation is the individual. The responses of each person to the 
different census questions are recorded in separate variables. Microdata stand in contrast to more familiar 
"summary" or "aggregate" data. Aggregate data are compiled statistics, such as a table of marital status by 
sex for some locality. There are no such tabular or summary statistics in the IPUMS data. Microdata are 
inherently flexible. One need not depend on published statistics from a census that compiled the data in a 
certain way, if at all. Users can generate their own statistics from the data in any manner desired, including 
individual-level multivariate analyses. 
27 45th Congress Session III Chap 195. March 3rd, 1879. 
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Indians.28 Census based racial identification can be problematic and difficult to analyze 
because many individuals change how they identify over time, from one census to the 
next. In 2000, for the first time ever, the U.S. Census invited individuals to identify as 
more than one race. Though this move is correctly celebrated and allows individuals to 
more accurately describe their race/ethnicity it also allows for many combinations of 
multiple-race peoples with often times differing “ancestry.” Despite its drawbacks and 
criticisms, the U.S. census offers one of the most consistent and the most extensive data-
source on population demographics across time and place.   
 In addition to census data, I analyze the historical archives, this includes public 
history and written, local histories of place to underscore the presence of Indian people 
across place (prior to, during, and after Euro-American colonization and settlement). I 
consider the legislation of federal Indian policies and federal housing policies as primary 
source documents and thus crucial aspects of the historical archives that have often been 
under-examined. The wide-variety of sources I use help me to analyze and to make sense 
of numerical data from the census, to fill in gaps, and to complete a more thorough and 
accurate narrative of suburban Indians.  
 For purposes of organization and to better accommodate its interdisciplinary 
nature, its breadth, and its objectives, this dissertation is divided into two parts. Both Part 
I and Part II are composed of two chapters. Each chapter moves forward in chronological 
order, contains both quantitative and qualitative analysis, and each has a distinct thematic 
                                                
28 For more on American Indians in the census and American Indian populations see Chris Andersen and 
Maggie Waltner, Indigenous Statistics: A Quantitative Research Methodology (New York: Routledge, 
2013), Joane Nagel, American Indian Ethnic Renewal: Red Power and the Resurgence of Identity and 
Culture (New York: Oxford University Press, 1997), Nancy Shoemaker, American Indian Population 
Recovery in the Twentieth Century (Albuquerque: University of New Mexico Press, 2000). 
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focus. I begin each chapter with a methodological section to better explain my sources 
since they do vary from chapter to chapter.  
 The goal of Part I of my dissertation is to provide a historical overview and 
important context for suburban Indians in Minnesota. I demonstrate how the areas we 
consider suburbs today was Indian land and dotted by Indian places during the mid to 
late-nineteenth century and I argue that Indian people were actively engaged in the early 
stages of suburbanization during the first decades of the twentieth century. Chapter one, 
“We Have Always Been Here: Indian People in the Twin Cities, 1862-1910,” examines 
historical Dakota and Ojibwe claims to space. This chapter begins at the end of the U.S.-
Dakota War and the resulting forced exile of Dakota people from the state. I use census 
data from 1880 to 1910 and local, written histories to document the continued presence of 
American Indian people throughout the Twin Cities region despite efforts to eliminate 
and contain them. The goal of this chapter is to demonstrate the ways in which the 
suburbs of the Twin Cities are inherently Indian places and that Dakota and Ojibwe 
connection and claims to place continued to exist despite removal, exile, and settler 
colonialism. This chapter serves as a base from which I examine and critique the 
processes of continued settlement, development, and suburbanization in subsequent 
chapters.  
 Chapter Two, “In Search of Work and Memories: American Indian Migrations 
and Movements to the Twin Cities, World War I-World War II,” takes a closer look at 
Indian people who arrived in the Twin Cities region during the first half of the twentieth 
century. In this chapter I examine the specific places Indian people lived, the types of 
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work Indian people engaged with, as well as their tribal histories and backgrounds, 
revealed in census records, as I work to piece together personal and family narratives. 
This chapter focuses on the small but present American Indian population who lived in 
the suburbs of the Twin Cities ahead of World War II and the Relocation program. 
Between 1920 and 1940 the Twin Cities region, and the nation more broadly, was rapidly 
changing in the wake of World War I, in response to the Great Depression, and in the 
build up to World War II. American Indian people participated in this changing 
environment by making the decision, in many instances, to leave their home reservation 
communities and relocate to the Twin Cities. Common throughout this chapter are stories 
of families and neighbors, literally Indian people who lived next-door and adjacent to one 
another in a growing and developing, yet predominately white environment. Perhaps 
more striking is the diversity of work and forms of labor Indian people engaged in while 
adapting to life away from the reservation. 
 Part II of this dissertation shifts focus to more critically examine the policies that 
shaped suburbia and “Indian country” during the second half of the twentieth century as 
well as American Indian participation in the suburbanization process. In chapters three 
and four I analyze the role(s) of federal Indian policy and federal housing policies on 
American Indian suburbanization. Chapter three, “We must do this ourselves’: American 
Indian Participation in the Suburbanization of the Twin Cities, World War II-1970s,” 
focuses on post-war suburbanization and the dual Indian policies of Termination and 
Relocation. This chapter opens with an overview of the suburbanization boom that began 
after World War II and lasted well into the 1960s. I pay particular attention to the 
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seeming “whiteness” of new suburbs and the role(s) of family, domesticity, and race. 
Here I analyze the ways in which Indian people were excluded from processes of 
suburbanization, but also acknowledge the ways in which Indian families were able to 
participate in suburbanization. The second half of this chapter is devoted to the 
Termination and Relocation policies. I examine the role of Termination on Indian 
communities across the state of Minnesota and interrogate the Relocation program that 
moved thousands of Indian people to exclusively urban area. I argue that both 
Termination and Relocation contributed to Indian suburbanization, though indirectly and 
that those Indian people who did participate in the processes of suburbanization, did so 
on their own.  
 In chapter four, “Indian Homes and Indian Loans: Minnesota’s Suburban Indians, 
1980-2010,” I use one contemporary Indian family in a suburb north of Minneapolis as a 
case study to guide my analysis. Throughout this chapter I use census data to analyze and 
understand the current state of affairs for Indian people in suburbs as well as Indian 
people in rural and urban areas. In particular I examine rates of education attainment, 
employment levels, and homeownership versus rental status to determine in what ways, 
socioeconomically, American Indian people in suburbs differ from urban and reservation 
Indian people between 1980 and 2010. Finally, this chapter takes a closer look at the only 
off-reservation home loan program for Indian people today – the Section 184 Home Loan 
Guarantee Program created in 1992. In this chapter I offer an analysis and critique of 
suburban American Indian home ownership by comparing the Section 184 home loan 
program alongside the lengthier history of homeownership in America and the 
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relationship between Indian people and the federal government. In this process I am able 
to demonstrate how and why today’s suburban Indian’s occupy a liminal status, a status 
that carries a distinct weight of “difference” but also a status of belonging, particularly 
for Dakota and Ojibwe people who continue to occupy their traditional homelands.  
 In my conclusion, I introduce new data on suburban Indians from six other states - 
Arizona, California, North Carolina, Wisconsin, and Wyoming from the years 1960, 
1980, and 2000. I use this quantitative data to demonstrate the unique position of 
suburban Indians across place and how key socioeconomic markers (education, 
employment, and homeownership) for suburban Indians, as compared to whites and 
blacks from the same residential locations, has changed over time. This conclusion serves 
to demonstrate the broad applicability of the continued study of suburban Indians. Here, I 
reaffirm the distinct position of suburban Indians socioeconomically and set the stage for 
more in-depth research on suburban Indian identity in particular. Further, through access 
to education, employment opportunities, and housing and home loan programs, I suggest 
how and why American Indians seem to fare better than their urban and reservation 
counterparts. In the Conclusion I pose questions that will be addressed in my later book 
manuscript, thereby gesturing toward future research. Rather than neatly summarizing 
this dissertation, in the Conclusion I seek to complicate it. Finally, I offer a brief Epilogue 
at the end of the Conclusion that helps to situate my recent experience as a homebuyer 
and suburban Indian while conducting this research. 
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Chapter One 
We Have Always Been Here: Indian People in the Twin Cities,  
1862-1910 
 
“The Sioux Indians of Minnesota must be exterminated or driven forever beyond the 
borders of the State . . . They must be regarded and treated as outlaws. If any shall escape 
extinction, the wretched remnant must be driven beyond our borders and our frontier 
garrisoned with force sufficient to ever prevent their return.”29 
 
Introduction 
 
In 1788, Aza-ya-man-ka-win, a Mdewakanton Dakota woman was born near the 
confluence of the Minnesota and Mississippi Rivers. Aza-ya-man-ka-win, or Berry Picker 
as her name translates in English, married Ma-za-sa-gia, or Iron Sword, and had several 
children together including son, Ta-opi. Only a handful of Euro-American explorers had 
passed through the area when Aza-ya-man-ka-win was a young girl, growing up at Ka-
po-za, a Dakota village along the Mississippi River just south of present-day downtown 
St. Paul. During the early nineteenth century, over four hundred Dakota people lived at 
Ka-po-za, a well-developed village with frame buildings, large bark homes, established 
methods of food preservation, and a well-tuned labor and social system based on gender 
roles. These Mdewakanton remained at this village site and throughout areas nearby, 
along the Minnesota and Mississippi Rivers, until the Treaty of Mendota in 1851. The 
Treaty of Mendota, in conjunction with the Treaty of Traverse des Sioux, signed just days 
earlier at Traverse des Sioux near present day St. Peter, Minnesota, forced bands of the 
Mdewakanton, Wahpekute, Sisseton, and Wahpeton Dakota to leave their homelands. 
                                                
29 Message of Governor Ramsey to the Legislature of Minnesota, delivered at the extra session, September 
9, 1862. 
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Aza-ya-man-ka-win and her family, along with other Dakota, were removed to the Lower 
Sioux Reservation, near present day Morton, Minnesota in 1853.  
 By the mid nineteenth century, the landscape and demography of Minnesota had 
undergone dramatic change. The unparalleled settlement of non-Natives persons on land 
“opened up” by treaty resulted in the removal of thousands of Ojibwe and Dakota people 
from the south and central regions of Minnesota territory. Eventually, as is the case for 
thousands of Dakota people, removal would tragically turn to exile. The Treaties of 
Mendota and Traverse des Sioux are part and parcel of a longer string of treaties between 
the U.S. government and Indian people in Minnesota. In 1805 Zebulon Pike, an agent of 
the U.S. Army, arrived at and negotiated a treaty for 100,000 acres of land at the 
confluence of the Minnesota and Mississippi Rivers to build a military fort. Twenty years 
later, in 1825, the Treaty of Prairie du Chien set “boundaries” on tribal land held by 
Dakota, Ojibwe, Menominee, Ho-Chunk, Sac and Fox, Iowa, Potawatomi, and Ottawa in 
an effort of the federal government to regulate land. In July 1837 the Ojibwe met at Fort 
Snelling to cede over 12 million acres of their land between the Mississippi and St. Croix 
Rivers. In September 1837 a delegation of Mdewakanton Dakota traveled to Washington, 
D.C. where they were coerced into signing a treaty relinquishing their triangle of land 
between the Mississippi and St. Croix Rivers, immediately north and east of Fort 
Snelling. The Treaties of Mendota and Traverse des Sioux in 1851 gave the federal 
government control over the entire southern portion of present-day Minnesota, removing 
all Ojibwe people to reservation in the northern tier of the state and all Dakota people to a 
small tact of reservation land in the western portion of the state, adjacent to the 
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Minnesota River. However, “[e]ven before the ratification of the 1851 treaties and 
removal of Dakota from the ceded lands, whites predicted the Dakota would disappear 
from the landscapes in which they had lived for thousands of years” and almost 
immediately, and in some cases prior to, non-Native settlers began to flood into southern 
Minnesota Territory.30 Numerous towns and cities populated by non-Natives began to 
spring up, virtually overnight, throughout the entirety of the Minnesota and Mississippi 
River Valleys.  
 The sudden increase in non-Native settlement, in addition to the indigenous land 
cessions as a result of treaties, acted as a continuous wave that pushed Minnesota’s 
Indian people to reservations further west and north, away from the epicenter of 
settlement that spread across the southern portion of Minnesota Territory and what 
became the state of Minnesota in 1858. After years of tensions between non-Native 
settlers and Dakota people who desperately sought to hold on to their land and their life-
ways, the effects of the dramatic and rapid loss of land for the indigenous peoples of 
Minnesota, particularly for the Dakota, came to a head. With what began in August 1862 
as the U.S.-Dakota War and lasted six long weeks, the land of Minnesota would be 
remade and the people who had always called it home, once removed, would now be 
forced into exile. In the wake of the U.S.-Dakota War, Acts of Congress in February and 
March 1863 terminated all treaties between the U.S. Government and the Dakota in 
Minnesota resulting in he government-mandated exile of Dakota from the entirety of the 
state and the elimination of their reservations. Together these actions, spread out over the 
                                                
30 Gwen Westerman and Bruce White, ed., Mni Sota Makoce: The Land of the Dakota (St. Paul: Minnesota 
Historical Society Press, 2012), 198. 
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next sixty years, allowed for continued and unbridled non-Native settlement on Indian 
lands.31  
 The federal and state governments’ efforts to forcibly remove Dakota from 
Minnesota lasted well into 1863 and also included the Ho-Chunk living near Mankato in 
south-central Minnesota. The Ho-Chunk, who signed onto the Treaty of Prairie du Chien 
that demarked boundaries between tribes in the upper-Mississippi River Valley to 
“promote peace between tribes.” In 1846 the Ho-Chunk ceded all rights to their land in 
Wisconsin and were removed to what is present-day central Minnesota, in a zone 
between the Dakota and Ojibwe.  
In 1855, the Ho-Chunk ceded all their land in Minnesota Territory, 897,900 acres, and 
were once again removed to a 200,000-acre tract of land in the southeastern corner of the 
Territory, along the Blue Earth River. The new home of the Ho-Chunk was considered 
prime agricultural land, land that was surrounded by recently settled by Euro-Americans. 
In 1859, the demand for income and the continued increase in non-Native settlement 
forced the Ho-Chunk to negotiate another treaty with the federal government whereby 
they would relinquish the western half of their reservation. When the U.S.-Dakota War 
broke out, the Ho-Chunk did not participate, however, this would not prevent thirteen 
Ho-Chunks for later being implicated in and tried for war crimes. Though no Ho-Chunks 
were convicted, an angry Euro-American public had made up its mind. Citizen-settlers, 
by political clout, forced the U.S. government to exile the Ho-Chunk, in addition to the 
Dakota, from the state of Minnesota in early 1863. For the Ho-Chunk, their removal from 
                                                
31 For more on the U.S.-Dakota War and Dakota exile see Westerman and White, Mni Sota Makoce, Gary 
Clayton Anderson and Alan R. Woolworth, eds., Through Dakota Eyes: Narrative Accounts of the 
Minnesota Indian War of 1862 (St. Paul: Minnesota Historical Society Press, 1988). 	
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Minnesota after the U.S.-Dakota War is part of their longer history of removals and 
relocations that began with the 1825 Treaty at Prairie du Chien.32  
  Despite removal to reservations, the unprecedented growth of a non-Native 
settler population, the horrors of the U.S.-Dakota War, and the imprisonment and forced 
exile of Dakota and Ho-Chunk people that resulted, indigenous people have always been 
in the land we call Minnesota. Of the Dakota who were able to remain in the state, many 
were protected and sheltered by white Christian families. Other Dakotas, including those 
who had served as “scouts” for the United States army during and after the war, were 
allowed to stay on land owned by Henry Sibley in Mendota and on land owned by 
Alexander Faribault and Bishop Henry Whipple in Faribault. Other Dakota people were 
also able to remain in the state, some by hiding or passing as white, and still others 
remained who put distance between themselves and the Minnesota River Valley, often 
more “assimilated” Dakota, who literally separated themselves from the War. The 
survival of Dakota people in their homelands after removal, war, and exile in addition to 
the simultaneous and dramatic influx of non-Native settlers and their continued 
expansion underscores the reality that these spaces within and around the Minnesota and 
Mississippi River Valleys were and remain inherently Indian places despite the numerous 
forces that have worked to remake this region.33 Remarkably, even after the last 
steamboat sailed down the Mississippi River carrying Dakota prisoners out of state, 
                                                
32 For more information please see http://usdakotawar.org/history/treaties/minnesota-treaty-interactive  
(accessed 25 September, 2014) and http://www.mnopedia.org/event/ho-chunk-and-blue-earth-1855-1863, 
(accessed January 14, 2016).  
33 By Indian place I mean an area that has a clear, documented history of American Indian 
occupation/residency prior to Euro-American exploration and settlement. This documentation comes from 
a combination of oral stories, archeological evidence, and/or primary source writings. Please see 
Introduction.  
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Dakota people would remain scattered across their traditional homelands in pockets and 
enclaves along the river valleys throughout southern Minnesota.   
 In the summer of 1862, Ta-opi, the son of Aza-ya-man-ka-win who was born in 
1820 at Ka-po-za, spoke out in open opposition to the U.S.-Dakota War. During the war, 
Aza-ya-man-ka-win cared for many of the non-Native settler women and children who 
were captured by the Dakota. Both Aza-ya-man-ka-win’s and Ta-opi were perceived of 
as “assimilated” by the non-Native settler community, a classification that likely spared 
their family from death during the war and the brutalities inflicted on Dakota people by 
the settlers themselves as well as by the state and federal governments at War’s end. Ta-
opi received a “certificate of commendation” by Henry Sibly, further proof that he was 
indeed considered a “civilized” man, after the war the family was allowed to remain in 
Faribault. Eventually Aza-ya-man-ka-win and her husband would made their way back to 
the area of her birth and early life, near St. Paul, before the 1851 Treaty of Mendota that 
forced them onto a reservation in the western portion of the state. It is here that Aza-ya-
man-ka-win, today more commonly recognized in historical writing and local lore as Old 
Bets or Old Betsy, and her family would face the rapid influx of non-Native settlers head 
on.34 As Aza-ya-man-ka-win and her family demonstrate, despite the history of removal 
and exile for Ojibwe and Dakota people throughout the nineteenth century, Native people 
did and would continue to remain in what would quickly become the Twin Cities region. 
The story of Aza-ya-man-ka-win underscores the resiliency of indigenous people in 
Minnesota territory and later, the state of Minnesota throughout the nineteenth century – 
a story that is often lost, forgotten, and untold, buried under removal and exile.    
                                                
34 http://www.faribault.org/history2/taopi/taopi_before_pr.html (accessed summer 2015). 
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 Indian people would not be left behind or excluded from the swift growth of cities 
and townships along the Minnesota, Mississippi, St. Croix, and Rum River Valleys in the 
southern portion of the state during the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. The 
Dakota and Ojibwe remained in their traditional homelands and continued to claim the 
ever-changing landscape as their own. In this chapter, I examine the years between the 
end of the U.S.-Dakota War in 1862 and 1910 as a critical time period during which a 
plethora of “new,” non-Native villages were founded, and the nascent suburbanization of 
the Twin Cities began. Significantly, each of the newly created and populated Euro-
American towns and villages were located at a site of a significant Indian place or Indian 
village prior to non-Native settlement, and for good reason. Dakota and Ojibwe people 
located their villages along these same river-ways prior to Euro-American settlement 
because they provided a reliable means of transportation as well as steady source of food 
and water.35 These Indian spaces, along the rivers, became the first places non-Native 
explorers, travelers, and settlers arrived to on their journey to and through Minnesota.36 
As I demonstrate throughout this chapter, though the names of Indian places would 
become Americanized as non-Native settlement increased, Indian people who fled the 
area after the U.S.-Dakota War would return, remember, and reclaim the land that they 
have always called home, Mni Sota Makoce.  
 All of present-day Minnesota was and has remained an Indian space despite 
Indian land loss, settlement, and the re-naming of place. In order to demonstrate the 
                                                
35 Lisa Brooks, The Common Pot: The Recovery of Native Space in the Northeast (Minneapolis: University 
of Minnesota Press, 2008), Introduction. 
36 See Yi-Fu Tuan, Space and Place: The Perspective of Experience (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota 
Press, 2001), 6. ‘“Space” is more abstract than “place.” What begins as undifferentiated space becomes 
place as we get to know it better and endow it with value.” 
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continuous occupancy of Indian people in Indian places that were rapidly morphing into 
more heavily populated Euro-American places, I use census data to document the Indian 
residents of Mendota, Bloomington, Eden Prairie, Ravenna, Shakopee, Newport, and 
Eagle Creek during the last decades of the nineteenth century and the first decades of the 
twentieth century. Indeed, more significant than the mere presence of American Indians 
on early census documents in areas that were seemingly, or outwardly perceived to be, 
white towns and cities, are Indian peoples’ residential, familial, and work patterns. 
During the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, Indian people continued to live 
as neighbors to one another. Many Indian families also lived in the same place or town 
for multiple decades. The Indian people who lived in these constantly changing places 
were employed; some worked as farmers and laborers while others adjusted to capitalism 
and found work in industrial jobs. However, even more remarkable are the Indian people 
whose “occupations” reflected more traditional sources of income. This is significant as 
the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries were times of dramatic assimilationist 
efforts. Those who worked as hunters, fishermen, trappers, and even mitten and moccasin 
makers did so in an increasingly capitalistic environment, when their land and resources 
for traditional sustenance activities was being rapidly depleted. It was this variety of 
reliable income sources that afforded Indian individuals and their families to live in 
“fixed,” “civilized” dwellings, just as their new white neighbors.37 
                                                
37 These specific terms were used on the 1900 and 1910 U.S. Census “Special Inquiries Relating to 
Indians” to describe the “dwellings” that Indian people lived in. This information was gathered exclusively 
on Indian people. In 1900 the question numerators were to answer asked, “Is this Indian living in a fixed or 
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 In this chapter I examine the shifting environment of the late nineteenth and early 
twentieth century and the Indian places that dotted the landscape which were quickly 
usurped by non-Native settlers. Though Indian places surely remain today, these are often 
areas thought of as predominately white areas. By Indian place I mean places, both 
specific areas one can point to on a map or on the landscape and in a more broad sense, 
where a clear link to indigenous peoples can be made. In the context of this dissertation, 
Indian places include (but are not limited to) villages, sacred sites, hunting grounds, battle 
sites, encampments, and significant waterways. As geographer Yi-Fu Tuan argues, place 
becomes such when it becomes familiar, less abstract than space. Further, place can 
demarcate a sense of home, permanence, or homeland.38 For Indian people, the Dakota in 
particular, their places that would soon become the heart of the Twin Cities certainly 
were “the center of an astronomically determined spatial system . . . the focal point of 
cosmic structure” a place of “supreme value,” for to “abandon it would be hard to 
imagine.”39 For the Mdewakonton Dakota people, Bdote, today recognized as the 
confluence of the Minnesota and Mississippi Rivers and the surrounding area, is 
spiritually significant, their point of origin into this world. Contained within the 
immediate Bdote region are numerous sacred sites. Prior to removal and non-Native 
settlement both Bdote and the larger geography around the confluences of the Minnesota, 
Mississippi, Rum, and St. Croix Rivers were scattered with seasonal Dakota and Ojibwe 
villages, land that was readily traversed for trade, battle, hunting, gathering, and 
diplomacy. It is precisely this area that non-Native settlers would re-imagine, both 
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39 Ibid., 149.	
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through claiming and remaking, as their own throughout the nineteenth, twentieth, and 
now, into the twenty first century. However, this remaking of place does not diminish the 
centrality of place for Native people. 
 Throughout this chapter I reconcile place, both Native and non-Native place, in 
the decades after the U.S.-Dakota War, a time period when the early footholds of a 
suburban Twin Cities took hold. As Urban Studies scholar Kenneth T. Jackson notes, 
there is not one common model of a suburb; they differ within the United States and 
internationally.40 Throughout this chapter I demonstrate that, though the landscape was 
rapidly changing, Indian places becoming rural settlements, becoming towns, becoming 
cities, and eventually, suburbs, Indian people remained. Though the more contemporary 
conception of “suburb” was not yet in use during the last decades of the nineteenth and 
the first decade of the twentieth century, the focal point of this chapter, I show how the 
gradual shift from Indian places to suburb occurred.41 In this chapter I play close 
attention to the early processes of non-Native settlement, that which occurred in the wake 
of the U.S.-Dakota War, and hone in on the Indian people who remained in this 
landscape, participating in the process. If focus is given to mode of transportation linking 
places, self-sufficient economies, and an arranged residential living pattern as markers of 
a metropolitan and even suburban environment, then certainly the Dakota and Ojibwe 
were the first suburbanites in this region. Numerous Indian places, including those that 
would become the suburbs of Minnetonka, Shakopee, Stillwater, and Anoka by the mid 
twentieth century offer alternative imaginings of an indigenous presence in the late 
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nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. The stories of these Indian people, those who 
remained in an ever-changing environment, rendered invisible and incomplete by the 
forces of colonialism and settlement highlight the complexity of a continuous Indian 
presence, over time, in Indian places that rapidly were re-imagined as a white Twin 
Cities. 
 In this chapter I answer the following questions in order to effectively 
demonstrate the continuous presence of Indian people around the confluences of the 
Minnesota, Mississippi, Rum, and St. Croix River Valleys – the precise area that was 
rapidly being re-envisioned by non-Natives as a growing metropolis around St. Paul and 
Minneapolis. In what places did Indian people remain in the decades after removal and 
the U.S.-Dakota War? How were these places Indian places, and increasingly, Euro-
American places? What did these Indian people do and how was their race recorded and 
identified on census documents? What was the mobility of Indian people in this region 
during the last decades of the nineteenth century and the first decade of the twentieth? In 
what ways was an Indian presence diminished, erased, and subsumed by a rhetoric of 
disappearance, removal, and exile? In what ways did primary source county histories 
contribute to this rhetoric? In what ways does U.S. census data both contradict popular 
writings of the time and confirm a continuous Indian presence? 
 I focus on the years between 1862 and 1910 in this chapter because these years 
were a critical time for Indian people both in Minnesota and at the national level. In 
Minnesota, the years 1837 and 1851 mark major removal treaties in which Dakota and 
Ojibwe people were relocated to reservations in the northern and western portions of the 
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state.42 Later, the U.S.-Dakota War of 1862 resulted in the forced exile of thousands of 
Indian people, continuing the mass exodus of Dakota from the region that was already 
underway. Therefore, this time frame is significant because the presence of Indian people 
in Indian places throughout the southern half of Minnesota between 1862 and 1910 is a 
time when, theoretically, Indian people should not have been present. These efforts 
coincided with the federal government’s attempts at the national level to promote 
assimilation through reservations and boarding schools, but also with wide spread 
military assaults on Indian people that occurred throughout the mid to late nineteenth 
century as the United States worked to become an imperial power and expand its borders. 
 Indian villages, seasonal camps, and sacred sites filled the landscape of Minnesota 
prior to the settler colonialism of the mid to late nineteenth century. The confluence of 
multiple rivers, including the Mississippi River as it merged with the Rum, Minnesota, 
and St. Croix Rivers, as it made its way south through the heart of what became known as 
the Twin Cities, was an epicenter of Dakota life in the region. I focus on the changing 
places along these river-ways for several reasons, first indigenous oral tradition, primary 
source histories published in the 1880s, census data, and archeological evidence 
documents Indian people in these specific areas during the nineteenth century. Second, 
the same primary source histories and census data document the rapidly changing 
landscape and demography of this region as increasing numbers of non-Native settlers 
                                                
42 In 1837 the Ojibwe signed a treaty at Fort Snelling ceded over 12 million acres of land between the St. 
Croix and Mississippi Rivers north of the imposed Dakota/Ojibwe boundary of the Prairie du Chien Treaty 
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the Minnesota River. Each of treaties opened up more and more land for white settlement. See Westerman 
and White, Mni Sota Makoc, chapter 4, “Drawing Lines on Sacred Land: The Dakota Treaties.” 
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arrived during the final decades of the nineteenth century. The Indian places around these 
river-ways that seemed to become increasingly Euro-American spaces in the late 
nineteenth to early twentieth centuries are significant because they offer precise examples 
of how Indian people maintained an Indian presence in place over time that has not been 
accurately nor fully documented in county histories alone.  
Methodology  
In this chapter I use county histories written in the late nineteenth and early twentieth 
centuries as a supplement to U.S. Census data. I weave these two primary source 
historical archives together to analyze and understand the presence of American Indian 
people in the rapidly changing Twin Cities area. These two sources, county histories and 
census data, provide both qualitative information and quantitative data. County histories, 
written by Edward D. Neill and Albert M. Goodrich, serve as primary source documents 
that, though flawed, attest to the changing geography and demography of each place. 
Quantitative data from the census provides concrete examples of Indian people in the 
region; I use these Indian people as specific case studies to interrogate the work and 
residence of Indian people at the turn of the twentieth century.  
 Edward D. Neill, who served as both a chancellor at the University of Minnesota 
and as president of Macalester College in St. Paul, was also a Presbyterian minister, 
serving as a chaplain to Minnesota soldiers during the Civil War. Born in 1823, Neill 
served as an assistant secretary to President Lincoln between 1864-1865, immediately 
after the U.S.-Dakota War, and later to President Andrew Johnson. As a scholar, Neill 
regarded himself as an historian, particularly of colonial America. As such, Neill 
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authored and gathered an extensive archival collection, including various “artifacts” and 
resources on American Indians and correspondence with various political figures. Today 
much of his collections, including the numerous “first” histories of Minnesota counties, 
are housed at Macalester College and at the Minnesota Historical Society in St. Paul.  
 Neill wrote numerous county histories during the 1880s, many of which are 
considered the first such histories of place. In addition to Neill’s histories of Washington, 
Hennepin, Ramsey, and Dakota counties, I use his History of the Minnesota Valley and 
Albert M. Goodrich’s The History of Anoka County as primary source materials to 
document an Indian presence throughout the Minnesota, Mississippi, Rum, and St. Croix 
River Valleys.43 Each of these first place histories obscures Native histories and claims to 
space by superseding them with Euro-American history and claims to space through the 
process of firsting.44 As Jean O’Brien demonstrates in the introduction to her book, 
Firsting and Lasting: Writing Indians out of Existence in New England, through the 
process of firsting, “non-Indians” become the “first people to erect the proper institutions 
of social order worthy of notice.”45 In this case the written histories of Neill and Goodrich 
serve not only as first histories of place, thereby claiming Indian place as Euro-American 
place but also by deciding what and who counts as first. This is particularly significant 
since both authors detail such events as first settlements, first occupants, first births, first 
schools, first churches, and first homes.  
                                                
43 Edward D. Neill, History of the Minnesota Valley, Including the Explorers and Pioneers of Minnesota, 
(Minneapolis: North Star Publishing Company, 1882) and Albert M. Goodrich, History of Anoka County 
and the Town of Champlin and Dayton in Hennepin County, Minnesota, (Minneapolis: Hennepin 
Publishing Company, 1905). 
44 Jean M. O’Brien, Firsting and Lasting: Writing Indians out of Existence in New England (Minneapolis: 
University of Minnesota Press, 2010). 
45 O’Brien, Fisrting and Lasting, xii.		
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 Each of the firsts contained within the decidedly first county histories of Neill and 
Goodrich deny indigenous claims to space and replace them with that of Euro-American 
claims to space. The writing of Neill and Goodrich, both white males, are representative 
of scholarly and popular writings of place during the late nineteenth and early twentieth 
centuries, particularly in their descriptions of Indian people. In the creation of such 
narratives, these texts claim to tell an official history and thereby further contribute to the 
firsting discourse as both authors work to assert their own nativity to the land itself. The 
narratives contained within these histories therefore become tools of erasure that 
simultaneously resist and challenge Indian people’s claims to space and indigenous 
histories through the rhetoric of Euro-American origination and replacement narratives.46    
 The opening to each of Neill’s local, county histories have the same or similar, 
long, slightly rambling, and at times convoluted, preface that states – 
The recounting of events which have transpired in our own neighborhood is the 
most interesting of all history. . . The river which flows through our native village 
acquires a new interest when, in imagination, we see the Indian canoe on its 
surface and the skin-covered tepee on its banks, as in the days of yore. Log 
cabins, straw roofs, and the rude ‘betterments’ of the hardy pioneer, are the next 
changes on the scene, followed soon by mushroom towns . . . cities are built . . . 
Our purpose is to present these pictures in their natural succession, arousing the 
enthusiasm of the reader, if possible, and giving his a more vigorous enjoyment of 
the present by linking it with the past . . . To the Indian it was the valley of bones; 
to the white man it was the place of danger. Explorer, missionary, voyageur and 
trader have here left traces of their occupation, although the character of the 
hostile tribes prevented the St. Croix from becoming the principal highway of 
travel (emphasis added).47 
 
These prefaces in Neill’s histories are particularly telling for their stated audience, goals, 
and worldviews. Neill is writing to and for his contemporaries in an effort to literally 
                                                
46 Ibid. 
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write themselves into history and echo dominant narratives about Indian people during 
this time frame, when Indian wars were still being waged on the “frontier,” at the height 
of assimilationist and removal efforts. Neill’s histories are an effort to “restore [the 
history] to its rightful owner,” presumably non-Native, Euro-American settlers. 
Furthermore, Neill calls into question the history of place and how it is told and 
remembered when he recounts the “intermingled facts and fictions” while simultaneously 
claiming the space as his “own neighborhood.” Near the end of his opening passage Neill 
makes clear his aims, “to [arouse] the enthusiasm of the reader” who is also likely white 
and male. Finally, Neill explicitly denigrates Indian people who he describes as “hostile” 
and who remember such place, in this case Indian places that Neill is casting a 
replacement narrative about, as only a “valley of bones.” This symbolizes the imagined 
death and despair of Indian people in this region through the use of the rhetoric of 
disappearance. Despite his motivations and the negative portrayal of Indian people in his 
introductory preface, Neill simultaneously and continuously confirms an Indian presence 
throughout each of his writings and in his descriptions of place even as he seeks to make 
this history his own. 
 Though rich with evocative detail, the bias of Neill and Goodrich, as white men, 
is apparent. While each acknowledges Indian people in the region, both Dakota and 
Ojibwe, in their writings, neither provides any sort of consistent population or 
demographic information, for non-Native settlers or Indian people. In this chapter, I use 
U.S. and Minnesota Territorial Census data to conduct a quantitative analysis. I 
specifically focus on the 1875 and 1885 territorial censuses of Minnesota and the federal 
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census for years 1880, 1900, and 1910 to document Indian people in the very areas the 
histories of Neill and Goodrich describe, places that were rapidly being imagined as non-
Native villages, towns, and cities.48  
 In 1900 and 1910 the U.S. Census Bureau conducted a special addendum to the 
regular census known as the “Indian schedule” (Image 1.1). The Indian schedule asked 
such personal questions as, “Has this Indian any white blood; if so how much?,” “Is this 
Indian, if married, living in polygamy?,” and “Is this Indian living in a fixed or in a 
moveable dwelling?” For the federal government, these questions served multiple 
purposes. American Indians were the only racial/ethnic group asked such questions. This 
was also a time regularly thought to be the nadir of the American Indian population and a 
period of assimilation. These census questions were a way for the federal government to 
“count” Indian people, to attempt to quantify their “Indianness” by virtue of blood, and to 
judge the success of assimilationist policies, here based on knowledge of marriage and 
living arrangements. The 1900 and 1910 Indian schedules are the first census records that 
attempted to enumerate all Indian people. However, as J. David Hacker and Michael R. 
Haines point out in their research on American Indian demography, “only ‘taxed’ Indians 
– that is, Indians severing tribal relations and living among the general population – 
counted towards congressional representation. As a result, the vast majority of Indians 
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living in the United States before 1890 were not enumerated by a census. It was not until 
1940 that all Indians were considered ‘taxed’ and routinely enumerated.”49   
Image 1.1: 1900 Indian Schedule of Shakopee, Minnesota50 
 Though the use of census data can be at times unreliable and problematic, 
particularly in regards to Indian people, it is also essential in any quantitative population 
study. Between 1880 and 1910, the terminology used by the U.S. Census bureau to 
describe race and how to categorize an individual changed. The most common racial 
identifiers of the time period were white, Negro, and Indian, with only one selection 
possible. Further, per the census instructions, it was the enumerator’s responsibility to 
make a final determination of race. The 1880 census included such instructions for 
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enumerators, “It is the duty of the enumerator . . . to interrogate members of families in 
resident . . . to use great courtesy and consideration . . . it is not intended to imply that the 
enumerator need to enter into prolix explanations . . . it is entirely possible for the 
enumerator to be prompt, rapid, and decisive in announcing his object and his authority.” 
Further, in regards to “color,” the instructions state, “[b]e particularly careful in reporting 
the class mulatto. The word here is generic and includes quadroons, octoroons, and all 
persons having any perceptible trace of African blood.” The instructions for color or race 
were much more brief on the 1900 census, “[w]rite ‘W’ for white; ‘B’ for black (negro or 
of negro descent); ‘Ch’ for Chinese; ‘JP’ for Japanese, and ‘In” for Indian.” The 
instructions for collecting race on the 1910 census remained the same, however, an 
additional “racial” category was added, “[f]or all persons not falling within one of these 
classes, write ‘Ot’ (for other), and write on the left-hand margin of the schedule the race 
of the person so indicated.” 
  Despite instructions on the collection of racial identity, or perhaps, more 
accurately in spite of the guidelines, there are many inconsistencies in the original 
records. For example, there are instances in which an enumerator chose to describe or 
emphasize an Indian person’s mixed-bloodedness by placing a “1/2” in front of the “I” 
rather than let the “I” stand alone (Image 1.2).  Generally speaking, this was most likely 
the case for individuals of mixed white and Indian parentage since a person described as 
having any African blood would be categorized as Negro or “mulatto” per the census 
instructions, largely based on the “one drop rule,” which was common thinking of the 
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time.51 Both the 1900 and 1910 Indian Schedules asked detailed questions about “white 
blood” and “Indian and other blood,” generally delineated in the form of a fraction (for 
example ¼, ½, or ¾).  
Image 1.2: Mixed-Bloods in the Census, 1880 Plymouth, Minnesota52 
 For the purposes of this research, I count any individual who was recorded as 
having any percent Indian blood on census materials as Indian because the population of 
Indian people, as recorded on census materials, is widely regarded by demographers and 
scholars as undercounts. The reason for this is simultaneously straightforward and 
complex. First, this is a time period when assimilation was the primary Indian policy; 
Indian people were encouraged to adopt Euro-American ways in an effort to diminish 
                                                
51 See Malinda Maynor Lowery, Lumbee Indians in the Jim Crow South, Circe Sturm, Blood Politics: Race, 
Culture, and Identity in the Cherokee Nation of Oklahoma (Los Angeles: University of California Press, 
2002), Jack Forbes, Africans and Native Americans: The Language of Race and the Evolution of Red-Black 
Peoples (Champaign, Illinois: University of Illinois Press, 1993). Please also see the U.S. Census 
enumerator instructions on the recording of race for the late nineteenth century through the early twentieth 
century which detailed when to record individuals as black, mulatto, and American Indian. 
52 1900 Census, Indian Schedule. Mendota, Minnesota. The 1900 Indian Schedule asked the following 
questions (left to right on heading above) “Other name, if any; Tribe of Indian; Tribe of father of this 
Indian; Tribe of the mother of this Indian; Has this Indian any white blood; Is this Indian, if married, living 
in polygamy; Is this Indian taxed; Year of acquiring citizenship; Was citizenship acquired by allotment; Is 
this Indian living in a fixed or in a movable dwelling?” 
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their Indianness. Second, as noted above, the federal government was primarily interested 
in counting Indians for purposes of taxation and representation; it is likely these numbers 
are vast undercounts as many Indian people simply were not counted. Third, it is also 
impossible to know how much Indian any one individual is.53 Fourth, American Indian 
people were also highly mobile in this time frame; it is likely that many Indian people 
simply were not counted because they were not present. Fifth, in the case of Minnesota, 
in the wake of exile when it was “illegal” to be a Dakota person in southern Minnesota, 
there was incentive to hide your Indianness. It is highly probable that many Indian people 
were also recorded as white. This is particularly likely for mixed race families and/or 
American Indians who were considered assimilated at which point it then becomes a 
generational misidentification on subsequent censuses. Since it was the final 
determination of the census enumerator to record a race, it is also impossible to know 
how any one individual truly identified racially. 
 Yet census records provide invaluable information we otherwise would not have. 
Each of the Indian people contained within this chapter, whose incomplete biographies I 
work to piece together, come from census records. For this research, census records 
provide key clues about an American Indian person’s identity, clues that include tribal 
affiliation, language spoken (often listed as a Native language), and birth place (which is 
often described as a reservation). Without a doubt, language and cultural differences 
posed difficult barriers between census enumerators and individual participants. This can 
be observed in numerous cases across time and place. In one instance Martha Otherday, 
                                                
53  Circe Sturm, Becoming Indian: The Struggle over Cherokee Identity in the Twenty-first Century (Santa 
Fe: School for Advanced Research Press, 2011); Kimberly TallBear, Native American DNA: Tribal 
Belonging and the False Promise of Genetic Science (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 2013). 
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who is described as a “Sioux,” “ration Indian,” having no mixed blood on the 1900 
census of Eden Prairie, is then described on the 1910 census as white. Individuals like 
Martha Otherday, who are listed as white, who were previously or subsequently been 
recoded as Indian in a different census, or whose other household members were 
recorded only as Indian, are almost certainly American Indian but due to recording error 
have become documented as white on census records. As such, genealogical records from 
such sites as ancestry.com are able to perpetuate and re-create erasures of Indian people 
leading to numerical undercounts on a contemporary level. 
 I examine the cities and towns of Mendota, Bloomington, Eden Prairie, Ravenna, 
Shakopee, Newport, Eagle Creek, Stillwater, and Minnetonka as case studies (Image 1.3). 
Each of these places underscore the continuous presence of Indian people in and around 
what would become recognizable suburbs of Minneapolis and St. Paul by the early 
twentieth century. Furthermore, each of these places also has a documented Indian 
history that can be traced back, prior to Euro-American exploration and settlement. First, 
I begin with an analysis of Mendota and Shakopee, perhaps two Indian places with the 
most clearly documented Indian history and places that saw a large influx in non-Native 
settlers during the late nineteenth century. Next, I move on to examine the growing towns 
and cities of Bloomington, Eden Prairie, Ravenna, Newport, and Eagle Creek. Each of 
these places, situated on the Minnesota River, are viewed as predominately spaces 
suburbs today, places whose indigenous histories have been over-shadowed. Finally, in 
this chapter I interrogate the histories of Minnetonka, Stillwater, and Anoka. These three 
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places provide critical case studies of Indian people who remained in Indian places, yet 
were Indian people who were isolated, institutionalized, or imprisoned.  
 
Image 1.3: “25 Miles Around the Twin Cities”54  
Minnesota’s Dramatic Population Growth 
In 1849, the year Minnesota was formally recognized as a territory, its population was 
approximately 5,000 non-Native settlers and 31,000 Indian people.55 In 1850, the first 
year an official federal census was conducted for Minnesota Territory, the population had 
                                                
54 Minnesota Historical Society Online Collections. 25 miles around the Twin Cities, Geo. W. Cooley, civil 
engineer; prepared especially for R.L. Polk & Co.’s Dual City Business Directory, 1889. MHS Library 
Catalog G4144.T89 1889.C6 6F. 
55 http://www.usdakotawar.org/history/newcomers/settlers (accessed September 23, 2015). 
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climbed to 6,077 non-Native persons.56 Five years later there were over 30,000 settlers in 
the territory and in May 1858, the year Minnesota became the thirty-second state, the 
non-Native settler population had ballooned to over 150,000. Amazingly, in 1860 the 
population of Minnesota, only recently a state, had grown exponentially by over 2,700% 
from the first federal census in 1850. However, it is important to point out that Minnesota 
Territory was constantly shifting in terms of geographic size and boundaries. The “map” 
of what was considered Minnesota, was in constant flux between the 1803 Louisiana 
Purchase wherein most of present-day Minnesota was “purchased” by the U.S., through 
Minnesota territory status in 1849, till the point of statehood in 1858. Despite the 
changing boundaries, at the turn of the twentieth century, decades after statehood, 
Minnesota had a predominately first-generation immigrant population. Overwhelmingly 
these immigrants were from Germany, Sweden, and Norway. The state’s economy was 
heavily reliant on farming and the extraction of natural resources, specifically timber. As 
the new century progressed, industry advanced and the need for workers in railroads, 
factories, and other leading industries like flour and lumber milling spiked.  
 In 1900, 28% of the state’s total population lived in what would become the seven 
county metro area. Arguably this is a relatively large percent of the population when 
special attention is paid to the large majority of the workforce that included rural farmers, 
                                                
56 See Patricia C. Harpole and Mary D. Nagle, Minnesota Territorial Census, 1850 (St. Paul: Minnesota 
Historical Society, 1972). It is possible and even likely that this census count included “mixed-blood” 
Indians. However, enumerators were not to enumerate or count “Indians not taxed” and generally collected 
information on whites, blacks, and “mulattoes.”  
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the considerable number of men employed at Minnesota’s northern mines, and the 
comparatively large population of Duluth, a major port.57 
Figure 1.1: 
Rapid Growth 
of Minnesota’s 
Non-Native 
Population 58  
  
 At the same time that the state’s non-Native population was rapidly growing, the 
American Indian population in the state was also undergoing dramatic flux. As the 
following case studies demonstrate, cities and towns like Mendota and Shakopee were 
able to maintain a relatively consistent American Indian population, including time 
periods of American Indian population growth. Other Indian places, including what 
became Bloomington, Eden Prairie, Ravenna, Newport, and Eagle Creek, quickly became 
filled with non-Native residents. Eventually, by the mid twentieth century these places 
were readily recognized as predominately white suburbs, places whose distinct Indian 
histories faded away as the non-Native population grew.59 However, as the case studies 
of place and census records demonstrate, American Indian people remained in the places 
they had always known as home, even as they quickly morphed into surveyed, platted, 
constructed, and populated areas. As offshoots of Minneapolis or St. Paul, the Indian 
                                                
57 Martha McMurry, “Turn of the Century: Minnesota’s Population in 1900 and Today.” Minnesota 
Planning State Demographic Center, St Paul, Minnesota, November 1999. 
58 U.S. Census  
59 Please see Introduction for more information my use of “suburb.”	
Year Population 
1850 6,077 
1860 172,073 
1870 439,706 
1880 780,773 
1890 1,310,283 
1900 1,751,394 
1910 2,075,708 
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occupants of these growing towns and cities were more difficult to trace over time, often 
over-shadowed by the increasing non-Native population. Finally, other Indian places like 
Stillwater and Minnetonka – areas with clear Indian histories as demonstrated in the 
archeological record and in oral histories – became home to a very different sort of Indian 
population, those institutionalized in mental health facilities or in prison. 
Indian Histories & Indian Communities: Mendota and Shakopee 
Today the suburban bluffs of Mendota overlook both the Minnesota and Mississippi 
Rivers, an area long known by the Dakota as Bdote. Much smaller geographically and in 
terms of population than neighboring Mendota Heights, Mendota is home to two National 
Register Historic Districts and to the Henry Sibley Historic Site. According to the city of 
Mendota website, “Mendota’s American history began in 1805 when President Jefferson 
sent Lt. Zebulon Pike to the upper Mississippi to acquire a site for a fort.”60 By 1820 
construction on Fort Snelling was underway and in 1825 an American Fur Company post, 
today recognized as the Historic Sibley house, opened at Mendota, right along the 
Minnesota River, nearly at its confluence with the Mississippi.61 Though the “American” 
history of Mendota may have begun in 1805, the Indian history and presence certainly 
did not end. 
 According the historical record, Dakota people have lived in and around Mendota 
since at least the eighteenth century. However, Dakota oral histories and archeological 
                                                
60 http://www.cityofmendota.org/donations.html (accessed September 29, 2014). 
61 Henry Sibley arrived to Mendota in 1834 to take over management of the regional American Fur 
Company post becoming a prominent fur trader and establishing significant ties to the Dakota community. 
Sibley would go on to serve in Congress, in 1858 became the first governor of the State of Minnesota, and 
was a U.S. general during the U.S.-Dakota War in 1862, infamously leading the charge to “quell” the 
violence.  
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evidence suggests an indigenous presence even earlier. According to the Minnesota 
Historical Society’s Archaeology Department and the Minnesota Research Program who 
conducted excavations of the Sibley Historic Site at Mendota in 1995 and 1996, in the 
specific area of the Sibley Historic site alone there were “three pre-European contact 
habitations” that date back to the Lake Archaic, Middle Woodland, and Late Woodland 
time periods.62 During the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries Euro-American explorers 
arrived to the region and begin to transcribe Bdote, the Dakota name for the area that 
surrounds the mouth of the Minnesota River to English, as Mendota. The entirety of 
Bdote includes numerous Dakota sacred sites including Oheyawahi (Pilot Knob), Taku-
Wakan Tipi (Carver’s Cave) and Mni-Sni (Coldwater Spring).63 As a direct consequence 
of the 1805 land acquisition by Zebulon Pike to construct a military fort and the U.S. 
military presence at the confluence that began in 1819, each of these Dakota places 
increasingly came under American colonial control. Through two treaties in 1837, one 
with the Ojibwe (late July) the other with the Mdewakanton Dakota (late September), the 
United States acquired a massive swath of land between the Mississippi River and the St. 
Croix River, including Lake Mille Lacs. Later, in 1851 in the Treaty of Traverse des 
Sioux and Treaty of Mendota, the Dakota ceded an additional 35 million acres, virtually 
all of their remaining land in Minnesota and Iowa, to the United States. By 1853 the 
Dakota were forced off their lands throughout all of present-day southern Minnesota and 
moved west, to a narrow strip of land ten miles long along the Minnesota River, this 
became their reservation and their home, even if only temporarily. 
                                                
62 http://www1.umn.edu/marp/dig/site1.html (accessed September 29, 2014).  
63 Westerman and White, Mni Sota Makoce, 20.		
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   In his 1881 History of Dakota County, Neill describes Mendota as an “area devoid 
of a once plentiful growth of thick maple trees.” He states that the area was once 
inhabited by “Sioux,” but now is “only significant because of the proximity to Fort 
Snelling and the American Fur Company Post,” a place where “the Dakota lived 
peacefully until the construction of the military fort and soldiers as well as whisky sellers 
began to regularly harass the Indian people.”64 In Neill’s description of Mendota, he at 
once confirms an Indian past and presence, particularly through Aza-ya-man-ka-win, or 
Old Bets, the Dakota woman born there in 1788. Though Neill portrays her as the “last 
Indian,” census data certainly contradicts this claim.65 The 1880 U.S. Census documented 
at least twenty Indian people who lived in Mendota, the same geographic area Neill 
claims is virtually absent of Indian people in 1881.  
 Not only have Indian people always been present in Mendota, they also actively 
engaged with the changing economies and worked to maintain cultural ties. According to 
census records, the Indian people who lived in Mendota at the turn of the twentieth 
century were involved in various forms of labor, work that varied from keeping house 
and working as laborers, to making mittens, hunting, and tanning hides. Importantly, 
Indian people in Mendota lived as neighbors in homes located next to each other; this is 
significant because they were able to maintain community bonds. In 1900 and 1910 the 
Indian people who lived in Mendota, as documented in census records, included Dakota 
                                                
64 Edward D. Neill, History of Dakota County and the city of Hastings, including the Explorers and 
Pioneers of Minnesota. (Minneapolis: North Star Publishing Company 1881), 179-195. 
65 See O’Brien, Firsting and Lasting. Similar to the practice of firsting, the use of language such as “last” 
deliberately works to terminate an Indian presence and thereby allows for non-Native claims to space. 
Further, the use of this rhetoric keeps Indian people in the past and does not allow for participation in the 
present.   
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and Ojibwe people and they lived in “fixed,” “civilized” dwellings just as their white 
neighbors.   
 Shakopee, located along the southern shore of the Minnesota River just before it 
curves north toward St. Paul, is home to seven burial mounds, including those in 
Memorial Park, some dating back 2,000 years. Originally home to 29 burial mounds, the 
burial sites of the Dakota people at this Indian place were gradually destroyed over time 
as roads and parking lots were built and development continued.66 The name, Shakopee, 
is an Anglicization of the name of the Dakota leader Sakpe. Sakpe’s village was located 
along the Minnesota River, near present day Shakopee. It was an area where Dakota 
regularly gathered to play lacrosse against one another and often against neighboring 
tribes. Sakpe’s village on the Minnesota River had “the largest population in the mid-
nineteenth century” of Mdewakanton Dakota people.67 But, in 1842 the “first steamboat 
came down the river,” soon after Oliver and Harriet Faribault, a mixed-blood fur-trading 
family, built a log cabin along the river, and during the 1840s Samuel Pond, a missionary, 
had established himself in the area. It would not be long till the Treaty of Mendota and 
Treaty of Traverse des Sioux in 1851 and this land would be opened up for non-Native 
settlement and the Dakota who lived here and called this place home would be removed. 
In only a few short years, in 1854 the village of Shakopee was platted, growing rapidly, it 
was incorporated for the first time in 1857.68  
                                                
66 https://web.archive.org/web/20081029140734/http://shakopeedakota.org/press/2004/20040422.pdf 
(accessed January 26, 2016).  
67 Westerman and White, Mni Sota Makoce, 125. 
68 The village of Shakopee actually withdrew their charter in 1861 due to “conflicts” with the Dakota in the 
lead up to the U.S.-Dakota War. The village re-incorporated again after the war in 1870. 
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 Over time Shakopee has been written about in local histories as a notorious battle 
site between the Dakota and Ojibwe, as “the largest village of Med-day-wah-kawn-
twawn-Sioux,”69 as a site where early traders and missionaries were located, as “the 
county seat, [and] the site of a Sioux village which was ruled by a hereditary line of 
chiefs, bearing the name of Shakpay or Shakopee (six),” and as a village passed through 
on a mail route following Indian trails.70 Each of these descriptions repeatedly affirms an 
Indian past and presence in Shakopee throughout the nineteenth century. Although these 
written narratives describe a significant Indian presence in Shakopee, many of these 
written accounts end in the mid nineteenth century. Importantly, census data from the late 
nineteenth century continue to reflect a sizeable Indian population in Shakopee, even 
after the U.S.-Dakota War. In 1875 only eight Indian people were documented in census 
records as residing within the town of Shakopee, yet by 1880 that number exceeded thirty 
people across seven familial households. Almost all the Indian women, who were 
married, were neighbors, and worked “keeping house” in 1880.71   
 Interestingly, the Dakota recorded in the 1900 census were actually absent from 
Shakopee when the enumerator came through. “Owing to the fact that the above indians  
left town a few days before the above date the information is not complete which was 
gotten from the neighbors” – Henry C. Schroder, Enumerator (Image 1.4). We are left to 
speculate as to why the “above indians” were absent. The census enumeration form is 
dated June 26th, 1900; perhaps the family recently left town to participate in tribal 
                                                
69 Edward D. Neill, History of Hennepin County and the city of Minneapolis: Including the Explorers and 
Pioneers of Minnesota. (Minneapolis: North Star Publishing Company, 1881), 232, 330. 
70 Works Progress Administration, Dakota County. (Minnesota Historical Records Survey, 1940), 3-21. 
71 For more information on Indian women’s work and gendered labor see Brenda Child, Holding Our 
World Together: Ojibwe Women and the Survival of Community (New York: Penguin Books, 2013).  
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ceremonies, which often occur in the summer months, or to contribute to the summer’s 
seasonal round activities of fishing and gathering, or even to partake in a community 
event or visit relatives. That the information, documented on official census, i.e. 
government document’s, was gathered from neighbors, who are also Indian, is also 
revealing. The information provided by the neighbors suggests they knew their Indian 
neighbors well – they were able to tell the enumerator whether they could read or write, 
that they were all “ration Indians,” their place of birth, and each family members blood 
quantum, a very personal matter. Further, the information provided describes a single 
household that is a multigenerational family of seven. Interestingly this family was not 
present in census records for Shakopee in 1875, 1880, or 1885. 
 
Image 1.4: Absent Indians, 1900 Shakopee, Minnesota 
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White Settlement and Indian Erasure: Bloomington, Eden Prairie, Eagle Creek, 
Newport, and Ravenna 
Many Indian places throughout the Minnesota and Mississippi River Valleys were 
rapidly settled, named, and populated as villages, towns, and cities by the first decade of 
the twentieth century. Though certain Indian places, like Mendota and Shakopee, were 
able to maintain a distinct Native population, not all Indian places are easy to identify and 
define in historical narratives and census records between 1875 and 1910. Landscapes 
have been altered, places names have changed time and again, and settlers eventually 
became suburbanites. Moving from west to east along the Minnesota River south of 
Minneapolis are Eden Prairie, Eagle Creek (today recognized as the suburb of Savage), 
and Bloomington.72 The Minnesota River then empties into the Mississippi River and 
eventually flows south past Newport and Ravenna. Each of these present-day suburbs 
were also home to Indian people in the crucial years of transformation and change 
immediately following the U.S.-Dakota War and into the early twentieth century.  
  Before Bloomington was founded as a Euro-American town, it was home to at 
least two Dakota villages, Titanka Tannina (which means ‘the old village’ also known as 
the village of Penichon) and Hohaanskae (Black Dog Village).73 Dakota burial mounds 
continue to literally dot this landscape four miles upriver from Fort Snelling, overlooking 
the Minnesota River, in fact this cluster of mounds is recognized as the “Bloomington 
                                                
72 The name Savage comes from local businessman Marion Willis Savage who owned and trained “the 
nationally celebrated racing horse” Dan Patch. Dan Patch, along with Savage’s other horses, were boarded 
at stables in the growing town. The town adopted the name Savage in 1904. Eventually the smaller 
township of Eagle Creek was absorbed into Savage. 
73 Westerman and White, Mni Sota Makoce, 126. Titanka Tannina is recognized as the first Dakota village 
on the Minnesota River and dates back hundreds of years. 
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Ferry Mound Group.” However, in Edward D. Neill’s Hennepin County history he 
describes “Peter Quinn [as] the first white man [emphasis added] to settle and cultivate 
the soil of the town [of Bloomington]. He was an Indian farmer, in accordance with the 
treaty with the Indians.”74 In this brief statement Neill emphasizes the whiteness and 
masculinity of the first settler, “Peter Quinn was the first white man.” This of course fails 
to take into account the prior occupation of Dakota people. As an Indian farmer, Peter 
Quinn, a white man, was hired by the United States government in 1843 to “teach” the 
Dakota in the area Euro-American farming techniques, far different from agriculture for 
sustenance, as land use became a key tool of assimilation. Similarly, Neill later points out 
“[the] first school in the township [of Bloomington] was at the Dakota Mission . . . 
though organized for the Indians, some white children of early settlers attended.75 Again, 
though Neill draws the reader’s attention to the whiteness of first and early settlers of 
Bloomington, he simultaneously confirms an indigenous presence.   
 While Neill alludes to and sidesteps a Dakota presence in Bloomington 
throughout the mid and late nineteenth century, U.S. Census data affirms an indigenous 
presence. A territorial census from 1875 documents at least eighteen Indian people living 
in Bloomington across three neighboring households; by 1880 there were four separate 
Indian households. Similar to Mendota, the Indian residents of Bloomington worked as 
laborers, farmers, and home keepers. In 1880 Alice Lawrence (age 6) and Henry 
Lawrence (age 7), likely cousins were described as “scholars.” Another Indian girl named 
                                                
74 Neill, History of Hennepin County and the City of Minneapolis, 225. Born in Ireland c. 1791, Peter 
Quinn arrived in Bloomington c. 1843. He also served as an “Indian interpreted” at Fort Snelling, he 
married an Ojibwe woman (Angeline Quinn) with whom he had seven children. He died during the U.S.-
Dakota War while serving as a Dakota interpreter for Captain Marsh. 
75 Neill, History of Hennepin County and the City of Minneapolis, 231.	
    60 
Hannah (age 14) was also described as a scholar. The Indian residents of Bloomington in 
the late-nineteenth century were families, who lived as neighbors, next door to one 
another, often resided in the city for several decades. Interestingly, several of the Indian 
people who lived in Bloomington during the late nineteenth century maintained their 
Dakota names, which were recorded in census data. On June 16, 1880 the enumerator 
recorded four Indian families, members of two of these families used their Dakota names. 
A widowed Apulakewin (spelled Aputakewrie on the 1875 census) was 75 years old and 
headed a household of her children, including daughter Sakemazawin. One of 
Apulakewin’s neighbors was Wadata Lawrence (simply listed as Wadata on the 1875 
census), also a widowed head of household.  
 West of Bloomington is Eden Prairie, a Dakota place whose southern border is the 
Minnesota River. The description Neill offers of Eden Prairie echoes that of 
Bloomington, specifically as he continues the practice of firsting. Even as he does this, 
Neill again reaffirms an Indian presence in the area, specifically as he states, “the first 
claim on the north part of the prairie [hence the name, Eden Prairie], immediately after 
the treaty [of 1851] was made with the [Dakotas].”76 In essence, this acknowledges the 
Dakota ties to place and their residence in (and around) Eden Prairie prior to white 
settlement and presumably after the removal treaty of 1851. 
 Neill follows up with an interesting narrative of an incident that occurred on May 
27, 1858, shortly after the town was formed, “a fearful Indian battle was fought, which 
was witnessed by several of the settlers. It took place between the old enemies, the Sioux 
                                                
76 Neill, History of Hennepin County and the City of Minneapolis, 232. 
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and the Chippewas.”77 This passage simultaneously confirms an Indian presence in Eden 
Prairie after removal while also casting American Indians as savage through the rhetoric 
of “battle” and “enemies” at war. Despite the narrative portrayal of Dakota and Ojibwe in 
this instance, what is significant is that both were present at Eden Prairie after the Treaty 
of Mendota and Traverse des Sioux, signed in 1851, sought to remove Indian people from 
this landscape to the western fringe of Minnesota. Here, Neill’s use of language reveals 
common stereotypes of the period, his analysis emphasizes a non-Native value system 
that places more significant value in loss of a “pouch” rather than expressing empathy or 
recognizing the history of inter-tribal violence. Yet, his writing also offers valuable 
evidence of Dakota people present in Eden Prairie and nearby localities, including 
Shakopee, in the mid nineteenth century.    
 Where Neill’s written history ends, census data makes clear there was a lengthy 
presence of Indian people in Eden Prairie at least through the turn of the twentieth 
century. In 1880 there were at least twenty-seven Indian people who lived across seven 
home-groups clustered together in Eden Prairie, including the Bluestones and Otherdays 
and several of the male heads of household worked as farmers. Each of these homes was 
“owned” by their Indian occupants in both 1900 and 1910. Of the families recorded in 
census materials, the most common occupation of male head of households was farming. 
The youngest Indian resident of Eden Prairie was a newborn baby boy, only one month 
old. All of the Indian residents of Eden Prairie documented in the census were born in 
Minnesota; this is crucial when thinking about the exile of Dakota people from the state. 
The fact that individuals in their mid to late teens were born in Minnesota, signifies that 
                                                
77 Ibid. 
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some of these families likely never left the state after the U.S.-Dakota War and resulting 
exile.   
 Eagle Creek, a small, shallow stream, meanders only a few miles before emptying 
into the Minnesota River.78 Located across the Minnesota River from Bloomington and 
directly to the east of Shakopee, Eagle Creek and the land that surrounds it are important 
Dakota places. Named Ma-ka yu-so-ta by the Dakota, meaning “to make the earth 
muddy,” the creek has a series of “boiling springs” the Dakota consider sacred. 
Interestingly, the boiling springs, or in geological terms the groundwater that seeps up 
through bedrock and cracks in bottom of the stream bed and bubbles up under pressure, 
are one of the largest boiling springs in the Midwest and prevent the water from freezing 
throughout the long and cold winters. These springs are located at the headwaters of 
Eagle Creek, a tributary of the Minnesota River. As described by Neill, the first 
permanent white settler here was missionary Samuel W. Pond and the next was “David 
Faribault, a half-breed, who located as early as 1851” just downriver from Shakopee.79 
Although Neill pays little attention to the indigenous occupants of Eagle Creek, including 
omission of Huyapa or Eagle Head – chief of the Dakota village located at Eagle Creek, 
Neill does state that, “[services] had been held for the Indians many years prior [to 1857] 
by Mr. Pond, the missionary.”80 Similarly, an Indian school in town, taught by Miss 
                                                
78 Eagle Creek, as an independent township, no longer exists. Today this area is better recognized as 
Savage, MN. 
79 Neill, Minnesota Valley History, 315. The extensive Faribault family is widely recognized in Minnesota 
during this time period as descendants of a French fur-trading family led by Jean-Baptiste Faribault. His 
marriage to a Dakota woman resulted in complicated racial categorizations including numerous “mixed-
bloods.” Many of their descendants continued the process of intermarriage with Dakota and Ojibwe further 
complicating racial identities.  
80 Ibid. 
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Cunningham, preceded any school for white children in Eagle Creek.81 Each of these 
statements and descriptions continues to affirm an Indian presence – David Faribault was 
an Indian man and there were certainly Indian people already at Eagle Creek to whom 
Samuel W. Pond served as a missionary. Similarly, it is fairly certain that there were also 
Indian families who lived at Eagle Creek when the Indian school was built for their 
children. Furthermore, in 1875 the territorial census documented at least fifteen Indian 
people who lived in the Eagle Creek Township. The U.S. Census documents Indian 
people present in Eagle Creek at least through 1910. Though there were only two Indian 
households in Eagle Creek in 1875, by 1880 this number had doubled. In 1900 and 1910 
there was one Dakota family who lived in Eagle Creek, the Grahams. The father and his 
male children worked as farmers on their family owned farm. Interestingly, though the 
head of the Graham household did have U.S. citizenship in 1900, he and his family were 
not taxed.82  
 The town of Newport is a thin sliver of land located along the eastern shore of the 
Mississippi River, just south of the confluence of the Minnesota and Mississippi Rivers. 
Grey Cloud Island, located within the waters of the Mississippi River, is nearly three 
miles long and one mile wide. The island “was named in 1819, after the daughter of the 
old Indian chief of the Sioux tribe, Grey Cloud.”83 Throughout the early nineteenth 
                                                
81 Ibid, 316. 
82 It is significant that the Graham family, an Indian family with U.S. citizenship, was not taxed because at 
this time period, census enumerators were instructed to only record taxed Indians. However, the fact that 
the family does have citizenship, a marker of assimilation, begs the question of why they were not taxed. It 
is possible that it was recorded in error, that there was some confusion about what being taxed meant, and it 
is also possible that they truly were not taxed yet had acquired citizenship through a different means.  
83 Neill, History of Washington County, 381. 
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century, there were hundreds of Indian people, primarily Dakota, who lived on or near 
this island, most of whom participated in various forms of indigenous agriculture. 
 After the forced removal of Dakota in the wake of the U.S.-Dakota War, Dakota 
people remained and returned to Newport. During the time of the 1900 U.S. Census there 
were at least twenty Indian people who lived at Newport. The indigenous residents of 
Newport included Ojibwe and Dakota people as well as those who were of mixed 
Ojibwe-Dakota families. For example, Francis McCoy is listed as a 53 year-old, male, 
whose “Tribe of Indians” is recorded as “Traverse des Sioux,” the same is given for his 
mother’s tribe. However, McCoy’s father’s tribe is listed simply as “Red Lake.” 
Presumably this means Francis McCoy identifies himself as Dakota even though his 
father is Red Lake Ojibwe (Image 1.5). Each of the Indian heads of households in 
Newport during the 1900 census owned the home they lived in. The McCoys, LaBattes, 
and Brunelle families lived in Newport from at least 1900 through at least 1910. The 
census records also reveal a dramatic shift in type of work Indian people who lived in 
Newport performed between 1880 and 1900, a move away from hunting, fishing, and 
keeping house towards that of farming, laboring, and individuals who attended school. 
 
Image 1.5: Mixed Ojibwe-Dakota Families, 1900 Newport, Minnesota 
    65 
 Ravenna is a township located on the Mississippi River just north of Hastings. 
The Vermillion River, a tributary of the Mississippi River, also flows through Ravenna. 
Neill describes the Dakota who lived in this area prior to the treaties of 1851 as, “though 
friendly were numerous and annoying. On one occasion, a party of them stalked into the 
house of Owen Sherry, and without uttering a word, proceeded to appropriate twelve or 
fifteen pounds of pork. They further relieved the family of what bread they had, with the 
exception of one small piece, which Mr. Sherry concealed.”84 The irony in these few 
sentences become obvious. As Neill describes the “appropriation” of pork by the Dakota, 
he fails to recognize (or empathize with) the appropriation of Dakota land by numerous 
white settlers both prior to and immediately following the ratification of the 1851 treaties. 
As Neill continues, he catalogs other firsts of Ravenna; none of these make reference to 
the Dakota people who he has already acknowledged as inhabiting the area prior to Euro-
American settlers. 
 Although Neill seems to disregard the fact that Dakota remained in Ravenna after 
the Treaty of Mendota and Treaty of Traverse des Sioux in 1851, census data affirms 
their continued presence. In 1880 there were at least twenty Indian people who lived in 
Ravenna across four separate households, each as neighbors to one another. In 1900, two 
of the Indian homes, headed by married men who worked as farmers, were owned and a 
third Indian family rented. Three of the younger residents of Ravenna, ages 12, 11, and 9 
years, in 1880 were born in Nebraska. It is quite possible that these children were born in 
Nebraska as a result of their parents’ exile from the state after the U.S.-Dakota War. If 
this is the case, then it is remarkable and significant that these families were able to return 
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to their homelands by the turn of the century. It is also important to acknowledge and 
mention the several Ojibwe who lived in Ravenna. This includes Joseph McCoy who 
lived at Revenna at least until 1910 with his Dakota wife.85 
A Different Kind of Indian Place: Minnetonka, Anoka, and Stillwater 
The Indian presence in southern Minnesota, though continuous, has often been 
overshadowed and concealed by dominating Euro-American histories, proving difficult to 
locate American Indian people for the untrained eye. Larger, non-Native communities 
often masked the small, numerical presence of Indian people in Minnesota during these 
difficult years after the U.S.-Dakota War and through the turn of the twentieth century. 
Similarly, Indian people also found themselves isolated from their families and other 
Native people. As the following case studies demonstrate, though the circumstances that 
caused much of the invisibility of Indian people in Indian places vary, it does not erase an 
Indian history and presence at the turn of the century.  
 Stillwater, located just north of the confluence of the Mississippi and St. Croix 
Rivers, also has a deeply indigenous history woven into its past. In his chapter on the city 
of Stillwater, Edward D. Neill states that “[it] would be interesting to extend this chapter 
by drawing at large upon the rich store of Indian reminiscences of events that centre here. 
These events are mostly of tragic nature, however, and have left their own record in the 
bones of the actors . . . the history of Stillwater under the whites will now follow.”86 This 
statement comes almost two full pages into Neill’s introduction to Stillwater, which 
immediately and repetitively affirms an indigenous presence in Stillwater at the time of 
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his writing. Neill describes Stillwater as “a sort of neutral territory” between the Dakota 
and Ojibwe, as a place marked by “painted rocks . . . decorated with fanciful colors to 
suit the rude taste of the savages” that tells “a chapter of Indian history,” and as “the 
scene of Indian tragedy.”87 Though Neill is quick to point towards the “tragic” events of 
Indian history in Stillwater he fails to follow through with any sort of explanation or 
analysis. Instead he describes the eagerness of those early settlers “who did not wait the 
consummation of the treaties [with the Indians] but pushed on ahead of licensed 
settlement.”88 Neill quickly moves on to record and emphasize the many firsts of non-
Native settlers to the Stillwater area. Through the use rhetoric, Neill offers a replacement 
narrative that seemingly casts non-Native settlement and alterations of the landscape as a 
natural progression, rather than question or offer discussion of Indian people, treaties, and 
removal.  
 Shortly after the Treaty of 1837 allowed for legal white settlement beyond the 
western shore of the St. Croix River, droves of Euro-American settlers began to arrive. 
By 1851 a need had arisen to house and confine criminals within Minnesota Territory and 
construction on the Stillwater prison soon began. Locals notoriously remembered the site 
selected for the prison as Battle Hollow, the location of a “bloody encounter of the Sioux 
and Chippewa which took place there in July, 1839,” this also directly contradicts Neill’s 
earlier testament that describes Stillwater as a “neutral territory” between the two tribes.89 
As construction and expansion on the prison continued, employment at the prison 
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89 James Taylor Dunn, “The Minnesota State Prison during the Stillwater Era, 1853-1914,” Minnesota 
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remained in high demand. In 1880 two Indian men are curiously described in the census 
as “boarders” at the Stillwater prison. During this time period it was common for inmates 
to work at or for the prison, so while the occupations of these two men are recorded as 
“laborers,” it remains ambiguous if they were employed at the prison by the State and 
both lived and worked there or, if in fact, they were prisoners. The two Indian men also 
share the same last name – Fred and Peter Antebies, ages thirty-eight and forty-three. 
Since the census shows that both of their parents have the same place of birth, it seems 
likely that they are brothers. While it is unclear from census data if Fred and Peter 
Antebies were inmates at the Stillwater prison in 1880, by 1910 the Stillwater prison 
housed at least five Indian prisoners. Each of the five Indian prisoners in 1910 were in 
their thirties and three of the men were married. The census did not provide any tribal 
information nor an Indian Schedule for these men, but each was born in Minnesota.   
 Though the Indian presence at Minnetonka at the turn of the century differs 
dramatically from Stillwater’s, its Indian presence is perhaps a sad reminder of 
colonialism and land loss. Located to the west of Minneapolis, Minnetonka, which means 
“great water” in Dakota, became a resort and tourist destination for wealthy white 
settlers. Scores of white visitors flocked to the shores of Lake Minnetonka throughout the 
late nineteenth century and well into the twentieth. In fact, white settlers began arriving 
as early as 1852, just one year after the Treaty of Mendota and Traverse des Sioux 
opened up the region for settlement. These early settlers likely encountered Dakota 
regularly since “[the] Indian chief, Little Six, and his band of braves, camped at Wayzata 
Bay, near the present site of Wayzata village during the winter of 1853, returning every 
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winter following the outbreak of the Sioux of 1862 . . . Little Six was considered an 
exemplary Indian, who was cleanly, manly, and brave.”90 This descriptive passage in 
Neill’s text emphasizes the presence of Dakota people at Lake Minnetonka, including 
areas today that are considered parts of suburban Minnetonka and Wayzata, both before 
the U.S.-Dakota War and after. During the late nineteenth century and into the twentieth, 
Lake Minnetonka continued to gain popularity as a tourist and resort destination for the 
wealthy. Perhaps it is ironic then, that during the late nineteenth century, Minnetonka, an 
Indian place of increasing white affluence, also became the home to the Hennepin County 
Poor House. Census records show that in 1880 an Indian woman named Lizzie Radcliffe 
resided at the Hennepin County Poor House, described only as an Indian and as a 
“pauper.” 
 As the Rum River flows out of the southern corner of Lake Mille Lacs, in central 
Minnesota, it twists and turns its way south till it empties into the Mississippi River at 
Anoka.  The name Anoka stems from the Dakota word, A-no-ka-tan-han, and the Ojibwe 
word, On-o-kay. Loosely, these translate to “on both sides of the water” and “working 
waters,” respectively. Both the Dakota and Ojibwe resided in this area prior to any white 
settlement. It was this benefit of being on two major rivers that also drew early white 
settlers to Anoka for exploration, commerce, and homesteading. Published in 1905 Albert 
M. Goodrich describes “the last battle in Minnesota between the Sioux and Chippeway 
tribes” as approximately one hundred and fifty Ojibwe made their way down the Rum 
River to Anoka. “Here they held a war dance on the east side of Rum river [sic] . . . the 
white boys turned out in large numbers to view the spectacle as if it had been a circus 
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performance, little thinking in what deadly earnest the Indians were.”91 This battle, which 
Goodrich richly describes, is more than one decade after the 1837 treaties with the 
Dakota and Ojibwe that was to effectively remove them from this area.    
 As in numerous other Indian places, Indian people continued to reside in Anoka 
throughout the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. Although Anoka was a place 
the Dakota and Ojibwe traveled to and through, and occasionally camped for lengthier 
periods, in 1880 Anoka was home to an Indian woman named Hattie Worchester. She 
was recorded in the census as being the wife of a white head of the household; more 
interesting however, Hattie Worchester is recorded as an Indian who was born in 
Minnesota yet her parents were both born in Maine. In 1880 the census did not record 
tribal affiliation, but considering that both of Hattie Worchester’s parents were born in 
Maine, she most likely was not Dakota or Ojibwe. This case represents an interesting and 
important example of the direction Indian affairs was headed in Minnesota as Indian 
people from across the country began to call Minnesota, and more specifically, the Twin 
Cities home.92  
Conclusion 
The suburbs of Minneapolis and Saint Paul, specifically those described throughout this 
chapter, have lengthy and thoroughly documented indigenous histories that are often 
ignored and overlooked. As O’Brien reminds us, the written narrative, through place 
histories, has played a significant role in the erasure of Indian people from place.93 The 
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written record has largely maintained a near exclusive focus on non-Native settlers. 
Indigenous histories and claims to space, as simple or complex as they may be, have been 
disrupted, ignored, and in many cases denied. In this chapter I emphasize an Indian past 
and presence during the nineteenth and early twentieth century through a close reading of 
county histories and a detailed analysis of U.S. Census data. By focusing on the years 
after the U.S.-Dakota War, a time period when many Indian people were forced away 
from their traditional land bases, I am able to uncover Indian people who have largely 
gone overshadowed by a dominant non-Native settler presence and I am able to remind 
readers of the Indian places rapidly usurped by non-Native settlement. 
 The assaults on Indian people, particularly those in Minnesota, throughout the late 
nineteenth and into the early twentieth centuries have been well documented. However, 
what has remained largely ignored in popular and scholarly writings has been the 
profound ability of Indian people to remain present in and often return to Indian places 
throughout southern Minnesota; many Dakota and Ojibwe people lived alongside white 
families. Often they worked as farmers and laborers while others relied on more 
traditional sources of livelihood including fishing, hunting, trapping, and mitten and 
moccasin making. While considerable forces worked to break apart Indian families, 
including the U.S.-Dakota War, many Indian families remained together, often in 
intergenerational homes. Alongside government attempts to remake and curtail 
indigenous ways of life, including continued military campaigns, assimilation efforts, and 
the denial of treaty rights, Indian people remained, working and living as families across 
Indian places. 
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 The turn of the twentieth century marks changing residential living patterns for 
Indian people. As the previous case studies make clear, Indian people were on the move, 
and some, like Hattie Worchester, were often from far-away places. The movement of 
Indian people, as observed in census data, across Indian places and into increasingly 
white spaces suggests a level of mobility among Indian people that has been ignored 
during this time period. The presence of Indian people in southern Minnesota from areas 
of Canada and Maine, and likely other places too, in tandem with Dakota and Ojibwe 
peoples’ continuous presence forces us to reconsider what an “Indian place” truly is. 
 As Bdote and the Twin Cities region demonstrate, Indian people have always 
been present, even as their traditional homes and the landscape beneath and around them 
was rapidly changing and non-Native settlers quickly outnumbered Indian people. Dakota 
believe the mouth of the Minnesota River is the point of human introduction to this 
world; ample documentary evidence exists demonstrating the crucial role of both the 
Minnesota and Mississippi Rivers for trade and economic purposes between Indian 
people and later between Indian people and Europeans. Likewise, archeological and 
written accounts of early European explorers from the seventeenth century onward 
document Dakota and Ojibwe villages throughout what is considered today to be 
suburban Minneapolis and Saint Paul. Surely this adheres to the essential requirement of 
residential living arrangements around a central point. Although attention must be paid to 
the earliest Indian histories in these places, it is the late nineteenth century that perhaps 
deserves the more scholarly attention. The survival and endurance of Indian people, 
particularly the Dakota, to continuously live in Indian places during times of removal and 
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exile throughout the late-nineteenth century is astounding. Both county histories and 
census records offer an opportunity to rethink suburban places and first residents. More 
so, the seemingly inevitable erasure of Indian people from suburban places becomes 
preventable and fixable. As Coll Thrush contends, Indian people adapted, as they always 
had, they chose to “stay near traditional territories and make a go of it . . . they and their 
homes would remain important landmarks for indigenous people.”94 
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Chapter Two 
In Search of Work and Homes: American Indian Migrations and Movements to the 
Twin Cities, 1920-World War II 
 
“Such long-long distance travel-and especially such travel between reservations-allowed 
Native people to imagine an even broader vision of Indian country, one that transcended 
individual tribes and places and helped create new expressions of the pan-Indian and the 
intertribal.”95 
 
Introduction 
According to his 1917 World War I draft registration card, Louis Gruette, an Ojibwe man 
from the White Earth Reservation in northern Minnesota, lived at Ogema – a small 
reservation town – where he worked as a carpenter. Three years later, at the time of the 
1920 census, Gruette, who was a member of the Pembina Band, was still living at White 
Earth, but was now employed as a laborer for the railroad.96 By 1930, Louis Gruette was 
married, he and his wife, Mary, who was also Ojibwe from White Earth, had moved to 
Mound, Minnesota. Today, Mound is widely recognized by most locals as a suburb west 
of Minneapolis, hugging the western shores of Lake Minnetonka. The name Mound is 
derived from the numerous Dakota Indian mounds that literally dot the landscape of the 
city. Prior to the arrival and settlement of Euro-Americans during the mid to late 
nineteenth century, Mound was home to Dakota people, specifically those of the 
Mdewakanton band.  
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96 The Pembina Band of Ojibwe historically lived along the Red River of the North and its tributaries, to the 
west of the present-day bounds of the White Earth Reservation. Today, descendants of the Pembina Band 
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treaties with the federal government and removal to reservations.	
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When the 1930 census was conducted in Mound on April 14th, the Gruette family 
was the 178th family visited in the Township, not quite a city or a suburb by today’s 
standards. It is here that Louis Gruette worked as a building mason while his wife, Mary, 
though described as not employed on census documents, certainly contributed to if not 
oversaw the day to day operations of their household and cared for the couples five 
children, ranging in age from 11 to 2.5 years old. Though Mound was still a place in flux, 
gradually shifting from farming homesteads to not, in 1930 the Gruettes owned their 
home, valued at $1,500, and it was not considered a farm like several of their neighbors. 
These neighbors, who likewise owned their homes, had home values that ranged between 
$1,000 and $5,000, two of the Gruettes’ neighbors rented, and two lived on homesteads 
that had remained farms. Though Louis was employed, several of his neighbors were not. 
Of those who were, almost all had occupations requiring manual labor – a mechanic, a 
caretaker, a gardener, two carpenters, and one male head of household who worked as a 
stenographer at a local loan company. But each of the neighbors’ wives, like Mary, was 
listed as having no occupation. Every one of these neighbors was white, coming from 
Swedish, Norwegian, and German backgrounds.  
 The Gruette family was not alone in their migration to the Twin Cities during the 
early decades of the twentieth century. Rather, their family story of migration across 
space, specifically to places that were soon to become suburbs, is representative of 
numerous American Indian families, many who left their home reservations for the first 
time and moved to the growing cities and predominately white suburbs of the United 
States during the early to mid twentieth century. When the Gruettes left an Ojibwe place, 
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White Earth, to establish a home in Mound during the early decades of the twentieth 
century, they were also migrating to an Indian place, this time a Dakota place.97 
Similarly, hundreds of other Indian individuals and families migrated to Minnesota’s 
Twin Cites as a way to access education, secure employment or job training, for housing 
opportunities and economic advancement, and perhaps, to make and shape new Indian 
communities.  
 As Nicolas Rosenthal argues, until recently many historians and scholars of 
American Indian Studies have largely attributed Indian urbanization to the Relocation 
Program of the 1950s, 1960s, and early 1970s, rather than acknowledge and understand 
“the presence of American Indians who often traveled, lived, and worked alongside other 
peoples of color in the burgeoning cities of North America.”98 Indian stories of migration 
and movement to a developing and growing metropolitan environment in the mid 
twentieth century, a period bookended by economic recession, must be considered 
alongside earlier movements and migrations of Indian people, particularly those that 
occurred throughout the nineteenth and twentieth centuries as a process of seasonal 
rounds, rather than as migrations that are somehow different, occurring in isolation.99 I 
argue that the wave of indigenous migration the Gruette’s participated in to a built, 
                                                
97 The movement of the Gruette’s away from White Earth and to the metropolitan Twin Cities should also 
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developing, and rapidly changing metropolitan environment marks the first major wave 
of post-removal, post-reservation containment of American Indian movement off of 
reservations and to urban areas. In the process, Indian people shifted the focus of their 
“seasonal rounds” from a focus on natural resource procurement and sustenance to access 
to steady employment and housing thereby altering earlier practices to suit an economy 
based on capitalism. This movement of American Indians away from reservations and to 
metropolitan areas during the 1920s and 1930s is the often-overlooked precursor to the 
better-documented Indian urbanization efforts during the 1950s and 1960s. Indeed, this 
early wave of Indian migration is often ignored, concealing Indian participation in the 
development and growth of the suburban Twin Cities that was occurring in this time 
period.   
 The Gruettes, who moved away from their reservation and toward the 
increasingly metropolitan environment of the Twin Cities, are not always remembered as 
Indian. Louis Gruette died in 1938, fifteen years after his family arrived in Mound. His 
death certificate, dated April 23rd, 1938, recorded his race as white, even though his place 
of birth was listed as the White Earth Reservation and he (and all of his family) had been 
listed as Indian on the 1920 and 1930 censuses. Two years later, the 1940 census, the last 
year for which census data is publicly available, listed his widow, Mary, and each of the 
couple’s six children, who still lived at home, as white. Mary, who was also from White 
Earth, seems to have remained in the suburb of Mound until she died in 1976. Like her 
husband’s, her death certificate listed her race as white, even though she had born at 
White Earth. Mary’s mother, who was listed on the 1895 and 1895 White Earth Indian 
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census rolls, was a member of the Gull Lake Mississippi Chippewa.100 These 
inconsistencies, revealed and documented in census and death certificate records, 
highlight the complexity as well as the ambiguity of race and race-making during this 
time period. I contend that the Gruette family is actually representative of other Indian 
migrants who moved away from the reservation and to the Twin Cities, as well as other 
metropolitan areas nationwide, who were forced to reconcile and adapt to a 
predominately white environment. Indeed, this was a time and place where race was 
increasingly fluid and contested, particularly for people of color, and American Indians 
who had long been pressured to assimilate were finally able to become U.S. citizens via 
the Indian Citizenship Act of 1924.101 Further, the Gruette family story demonstrates the 
difficulty of piecing together family narratives, particularly for Indian people who moved 
to the Twin Cities in the early decades of the twentieth century – Indian people who have 
been made invisible through federal policy, an ever growing non-Native settler 
population, and the erasure of indigeneity in census records.  
 At the time of the 2010 census, almost 35 years after Mary Gruette passed away, 
Mound was home to 9,052 people and the suburban residents remained overwhelmingly 
white, representing 96% of the population. In this chapter I further Rosenthal’s 
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and Identity in the Cherokee Nation of Oklahoma (Los Angeles: University of California Press, 2002). 
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“reimagining of Indian country” to argue that Indian people in Minnesota, particularly 
Ojibwe and Dakota, were actively engaged in early waves of suburbanization, those 
occurring between World War I and World War II. Like the Gruette family, movements 
of Indian people to a metropolitan Twin Cities during this time frame are regularly 
eclipsed by overarching Indian policy, namely the Indian Reorganization Act (IRA) and 
the later Relocation program. During this time period, World War I – World War II, 
American Indians also gained U.S. citizenship through the 1924 Indian Citizenship Act. 
Each of these transformative pieces of legislation occurred in the midst of a tumultuous 
economy, marked by recession. Yet the Twin Cities continued to grow – towns and 
villages around Minneapolis and St. Paul annexed land and people in order to remain 
independent while newcomers continued to arrive to the growing metropolis. In this 
chapter I focus on the migrations and movements of Indian people, particularly Ojibwe 
people from northern Minnesota and their representations on census data, including the 
work Indian people performed, to demonstrate the ways in which American Indian 
people participated in the transformation of the Twin Cities and the ways in which their 
racial identity was in flux as they adapted to their new surroundings.  
 Spaces and places were changing dramatically at the turn of and into the twentieth 
century. After Minnesota achieved statehood in 1858, Euro-Americans rapidly settled the 
south-central portions of the state, eventually abetted by the Homestead Act of 1862.102 
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In Minnesota over 85,000 homesteads accounted for over ten million homestead acres. 
After the U.S.-Dakota War, non-Native settlers and second-wave settlers, likely 
benefiting from the Homestead Act, continued to flood the region. By the late nineteenth 
century railroads crisscrossed the state, most of which stopped in the increasingly urban 
Minneapolis and St. Paul whose growth was spurred by the rise of the flourmill and 
hydroelectric industries that benefited from power generated on the Mississippi River. As 
industry boomed across Minnesota, with mining to the north in the Iron Range, the 
population of Minneapolis and St. Paul, and their surrounding metro area, continued to 
swell. It is during this time period – the first decades of the twentieth century that, I 
argue, the suburbs, as most commonly recognized and understood, of the Twin Cities 
began to take hold. I borrow Kenneth Jackson’s basic characteristics of suburbs that he 
describes and uses throughout Crabgrass Frontier – therefore my use of suburbs includes 
places that have lower population densities than their urban counterparts, in this case 
Minneapolis and St. Paul, areas marked by higher rates of homeownership and the desire 
for such, places that are generally socioeconomically better off than the urban core, and 
commuter places that rely on accessible, reliable, and relatively speedy transportation.103 
However, I also want to push Jackson’s understandings of suburbs further, reminding 
readers that suburbs are inherently Indian places, places rapidly remade and repopulated 
throughout the twentieth century, places with complicated indigenous histories.  
 In Chapter One my use of the term suburb is based primarily on contemporary 
notions of place. The places discussed throughout Chapter One remained predominately 
rural between 1875 and 1910, the temporal focus of the chapter, even if along major river 
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transportation and trade routes. In this chapter (1920 – World War II), the places I 
examine became much more suburban – as outgrowths of the urban areas of Minneapolis 
and St. Paul, much more heavily settled, commuter places connected by a more 
developed and expanding transportation system and public infrastructure, where residents 
lived in “modern” homes with electricity, indoor plumbing, paved roadways, and few 
farming homesteads remained. The suburbs contained within this chapter were solidly 
their own places, as townships, villages, or cities, many of them breaking off from more 
rural areas during the time frame I examine here, while others annexed more populous 
places as a way to expand population and land holdings.    
 Between 1920 and 1940 the Twin Cities, the people who inhabited the Twin 
Cities, as well as the entirety of the nation was undergoing dramatic change. When World 
War I ended in 1918 and U.S. servicemen returned home, the seeds of the Great 
Depression were planted as a booming war-related economy came to a halt. It is 
estimated that over 10,000 American Indians served in the military during World War I. 
For many American Indian servicemen, World War I was a path to U.S. citizenship. On 
November 6, 1919 Congress passed legislation that provided a pathway for American 
Indian veterans of World War I, who were honorably discharged, and who were not yet 
U.S. citizens, to access U.S. citizenship. Before World War I American Indians were 
primarily only able to access citizenship through land and allotment, by demonstrating 
their assimilation and ability to farm and maintain a plot of land.104 It was not until 1924 
that the Indian Citizenship Act was passed to grant U.S. citizenship to all Indian people.  
                                                
104 See David A. Chang, The Color of the Land: Race, Nation, and the Politics of Landownership in 
Oklahoma, 1832-1929, (Chapel Hill: The University of North Carolina Press, 2010).  
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 As the 1920s marched on, the nation reeled from the effects of severe economic 
downturn brought on the shifting postwar economy and the federal government strove to 
enact policies to stabilize the economy and promote spending. It is during this time 
period that a handful of the most recognizable, and relied upon, federal policies took 
shape. Under President Franklin D. Roosevelt the New Deal sought to alleviate economic 
tensions with its focus on “relief, recovery, and reform” of the financial systems. New 
Deal era programs remain active today, including the Securities and Exchange 
Commission (SEC), the Social Security System, the Federal Housing Administration 
(FHA), the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation (FDIC), and the Federal Crop 
Insurance Corporation (FCIC). Economic boon and booms, shifts that drew American 
Indian people off of reservations and toward a more vibrant, even if struggling, 
metropolitan environment largely marked the time period between World War I and 
World War II.105  
 In June 1934 the Indian Reorganization Act (IRA), more formally known as the 
Howard-Wheeler Act, was passed. Recognized widely as the Indian New Deal, the 
centerpiece of the IRA as an Indian policy was to put an end to the process of allotment 
that began in 1887 with the passage of the Dawe’s Act.106 The IRA also allowed tribes 
                                                
105 For more on the FHA and New Deal era housing policies see Chapter Three.  
106 The Dawe’s Act, also commonly known as the General Allotment Act, enacted in 1887 authorized the 
President to survey and divide reservation land. Traditionally and historically Indian land was held in 
common, not as individual property, allotment broke up Indian land into individual allotments, generally of 
80 or 160 acres. After reservation land was allotted, the federal government then purchased “excess” land 
at a nominal price. This land was then sold to white settlers. It was hoped that the process of allotment 
would speed up the assimilation process of Indian people and would lead to citizenship for Indian people 
who maintained their allotment for a set amount of	years. In reality allotment led to the dramatic and rapid 
loss of Indian land and put an end to communal land holdings for Indian tribes. Furthermore, allotment 
allowed non-tribal members, generally white settlers, to own property within the borders of a reservation 
further complicating jurisdictional and tax issues. Today most reservations are still dealing with allotment 
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the chance to reorganize under a form of self-government, often designed by the federal 
government. The IRA was intended to put tribal governments in control of tribal affairs 
and to allow Indian people to exercise their inherent rights to sovereignty, yet the IRA did 
not live up to its intended goals. Rather than allow tribal governments more freedom, 
tribes were often led into tribal constitutions designed by the federal government that 
perpetuated previous federal oversight. Though many tribes did benefit from increasing 
levels of self-determination and the more complete exercise of tribal sovereignty brought 
about during the IRA era, others quickly lost any self-determination earned and even 
federal recognition as the Bureau of Indian Affairs began its shift in Indian policy to 
Relocation and Termination by the late 1940s.107  
 It is in the midst of this changing environment that American Indian people left 
their reservations, many for the first time, to seek out a life in the Twin Cities. Hundreds, 
if not thousands, of Indian individuals and families, much like the Gruettes, migrated to 
Minnesota’s Twin Cites, joining Indian people already there, as a way to secure an 
education or job training, gain employment, re-connect with family, and for improved 
housing opportunities – futures that were certainly ripe with opportunity. I focus on the 
ways Indian people participated in this early suburbanization of the Twin Cities despite 
factors that pushed back and often worked against them. The personal and family stories I 
piece together offer a glimpse into the often highly invisible and overlooked histories of 
Indian people in places that were becoming increasingly suburban between 1920 and 
                                                                                                                                            
in the form of fractionalization in which the original owner of an allotment dies and the heirs thus received 
equal interests in said allotment, this has occurred over several generations and today fractionated 
reservation land is virtually worthless because many times individuals do not know they are heirs to the 
land or not all heirs agree to the sale of the individual allotment.  
107 See Chapter Three.	
    84 
1940. Many of these family stories that have never been told, examined, or documented 
before. Taken together these prove to be fairly common family stories of labor and 
homeownership. The census data and archival records I use allow me to pull stories and 
histories together to better understand why, when, and where Indian people moved in the 
metropolitan area.  
Methodology  
I use the family story of the Gruette’s as a representational framework or starting point 
from which to examine and compare other migrations and movements of Indian people to 
Minnesota’s Twin Cities between 1920 and World War II. I supplement the Gruette 
family narrative with additional case studies of other Indian individuals and families from 
federal and Indian censuses between 1920 and 1940. The records left behind by these 
Indian people – men and women, single persons and families, those with traditional tribal 
ties to the state and those without – make clear that they were active participants in the 
urbanization and suburbanization that was occurring in and around Minneapolis and St. 
Paul in the midst of the Great Depression and the lead up to World War II, prior to the 
official start of the Relocation program. The stories of these Indian people, left behind in 
the archival materials and census records, demonstrate the complexity and fluidity of 
their migrations and movements to the suburbs of Minneapolis and St. Paul. These 
personal and family stories remain deeply intertwined with the history and remembrance 
of places as Indian spaces and the creation of new communities in these same locations.  
 Each of these stories of Indian workers in the cities, including the Gruettes, 
underscores the fluidity and complexity of work and the interconnectedness of the 
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migrations and movements Indian people made in the early to mid twentieth century. I 
use the terms migration and movement loosely. However, I specifically use migration to 
signify an initial move, at least as far as I can decipher using census documents, away 
from a reservation to a metropolitan location (and any moves back to a reservation would 
be a migration as well). Movements, then, are the geographically smaller, more localized 
moves that occur across the metropolitan area, whether it be from an urban place to a 
suburban or between suburban places. 
I use decennial U.S. and Indian censuses to document American Indian 
populations, migrations, movements, and growth; however, the censuses are not without 
concern. The federal government has conduced a decennial census every ten years 
beginning in 1790, yet it was not until 1960 that individuals were able to self-enumerate. 
Most significant for my project here is an individual’s ability, or perhaps lack of ability to 
self-report their and their household’s race. During each of the census years that are 
contained within this chapter (1920, 1930, and 1940) a census enumerator recorded the 
race of each individual appearing on census materials. Sometimes these records were 
straightforward with the individual citizen and the enumerator in agreement on the race to 
be recorded. However, it was ultimately the enumerator’s responsibility and determinism 
to record an individual’s race at which point the enumerator could record which race they 
assumed an individual to be, most often this was based exclusively on appearance. This 
reality helps to account for the inconsistencies in a person’s race and identity across time.  
 Though census data leaves invaluable clues behind, including the residential 
locations of Indian individuals and families in the Twin Cities, I use additional clues 
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provided on census forms to infer additional information. For example, I am often able to 
determine tribal affiliations when an individual’s place of birth is listed as “Sioux” or 
language spoken is described as “Chippewa.” However, often evidence left behind on 
census documents is incomplete and inconsistent. For example, over one’s life course 
there are changes in name and place of residence, marriages and divorces, and eventually 
death that often ends a “paper trail.” I must reconcile these sorts of life events with the 
numerous individuals who often share the same or a similar name as well as spelling 
errors on census materials and, eventually, data entry errors on census data programs. I 
methodically search both U.S. and Indian census forms to find individuals and families 
documented as Indian. Here, too, inconsistencies arise; persons described on one census 
as Indian may appear in subsequent or prior censuses as white, often the year of birth 
changes making it nearly impossible to determine if I am actually connecting the 
historical dots of the same person. Add into the mix the relatively few individuals and 
families identified as Indian on census documents during this temporal period and the 
complexity of weaving together a cohesive and accurate narrative is further complicated. 
However, I trace and retrace each individual and family that appears in my dissertation 
numerous times to ensure as much accuracy as possible.  
 When necessary I crosscheck death certificate records against census documents 
and I always search across multiple census years for each individual and family. 
Unfortunately, there are times when the paper trail of an individual does “disappear;” this 
may be due to marriage, death, or human error in recording, such as misspelling. Yet I 
pay close attention to census records in an effort to harmonize this important data in order 
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to address what many to assume to be random data collection and data entry errors. By 
going through each record of a suburban Indian individually and over time I decrease the 
chances for error. Then, I use clues provided on census forms and government documents 
to infer additional information and weave together more complete personal and familial 
narrative. I crosscheck U.S. and Indian census records against government documents, 
applications, forms, and correspondence, including military draft cards and, later, 
Relocation records, to complete each narrative.  
 Taken together the Indian individuals and family narratives provided here prove 
to be fairly common stories, stories that involve family, movement, work, and 
community. The traces of Indian people left behind in these records allow me to draw 
attention to the presence and participation of Indian people in the development and 
change of an increasingly suburban Twin Cities. Though most literature on 
suburbanization in general and Indian urbanization in particular begins in the post-World 
War II period, the records contained within this chapter allow me to add to existing 
scholarship and to tell an untold story. Further, these Indian individuals and families who 
appear briefly in census records, whose brief and incomplete life narrative I am able to 
pull together, are now deceased – with virtually nothing written about them.  
Histories and Places 
During the immediate aftermath of the U.S.-Dakota War of 1862 and the exile of Dakota 
people from state, few Dakota remained in their traditional homelands within the 
southern portion of the Minnesota, including the Twin Cities area. At the same time, most 
Ojibwe during this time period were confined to their reservations in the northern tier of 
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the state. Yet remarkably, by the 1880s more and more Dakota people were returning 
home, to their traditional homelands throughout southern Minnesota, and in 1889 acts of 
Congress began the process of reestablishing four Dakota reservation communities within 
the state. Throughout the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries hundreds of 
Dakota people would return to their home, in Minnesota, to newly recreated reservations 
that bordered the Minnesota River and to Dakota communities concentrated around 
Minneapolis and St. Paul, but in more suburban areas. Between 1920 and 1940 increasing 
numbers of Ojibwe migrated south, towards the developing and growing Twin Cities 
area, a space they once regularly traversed, and for some, a place they too once called 
home.108 Rather than view the ongoing migrations of Indian people towards metropolitan 
areas in the early decades of the twentieth century as exclusively based on economic and 
employment opportunities, the movements of Dakota and Ojibwe people to the Twin 
Cities should remind us that these areas, becoming increasingly urban and suburban, were 
once, and still are, Indian places.  
 The Twin Cities were becoming much more accessible for all people during the 
first half of the twentieth century. As local historians have demonstrated “automobile 
traffic significantly altered the suburban areas of both Anoka and Hennepin counties. The 
economic prosperity of the 1920s brought a measure of prosperity to many. With the 
addition of affordable mass-produced automobiles, road and suburban expansion was a 
natural outlet for increased economic activity.”109 As Philip J. Deloria argues in his book, 
                                                
108 For a more in-depth discussion of Dakota and Ojibwe places in the late nineteenth century, see Chapter 
one.  
109 Jodi Larson, Kyle Engelking, and Karen Majewicz, The Story of the Suburbs in Anoka and Hennepin 
Counties (Anoka, Minnesota: Anoka County Historical Society, 2011), 16. 
    89 
Indians in Unexpected Places, “[t]he auto and the mobility that made up the word 
automobile pointed exactly to the ways in which mobility helped Indian people preserve 
and reimagine their own autonomy in the face of the reservation system.”110 This was the 
atmosphere in which Indian people migrated when they arrived to the Twin Cities in the 
early 1920s. However, economic prosperity, autonomy, and suburban growth American 
Indian people encountered would soon slow with the advent of the Great Depression. By 
the 1930s suburban home construction in the Twin Cities has slowed to a halt, yet New 
Deal programs “provided employment for hundreds by building or paving area roads. 
Many of the roads built with the support of the Works Progress Administration funds and 
labor were located on the fringes of suburban settlement at the time.”111 As was true of 
new suburban developments across the nation, the most important and “common scenario 
in the actual creation of suburbs involve[d] a farmer or owner of agricultural land selling 
to a builder or developing the land themselves.”112 
 
                                                
110 Philip J. Deloria, Indians in Unexpected Places (Lawrence, Kansas: The University Press of Kansas, 
2004), 153. 
111 Larson, Engelking, and Majewicz, The Story of the Suburbs in Anoka and Hennepin Counties, 17. 
112 Larson, Engelking, and Majewicz, The Story of the Suburbs in Anoka and Hennepin Counties, 64.	
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Image 2.1: Indian man on Automobile, circa 1916113 
 The suburban places Indian people migrated and moved to in the Twin Cities 
between 1920 and 1940 spanned the entirety of the seven county metro area (Images 2.2 
and 2.3).114 The whole metropolitan region was undergoing rapid change between 1920 
and the end of World War II. The Twin Cities population was growing and in many cases 
becoming more racially and ethnically diverse, particularly as World War II gained 
momentum and increasing numbers of people sought wartime employment in the cities. 
The suburban spaces in which Indian people lived between 1920 and 1940 were equally 
diverse, ranging from the resort and cottage filled neighborhoods around Lake 
Minnetonka, to more rural places like Centerville that would eventually become third-
ring suburbs, to first-ring suburbs immediately adjacent to Minneapolis, places like 
Brooklyn Center, and everything in between. 
                                                
113 Unidentified Native American man in automobile, possibly at the St. Paul Winter Carnival, St. Paul, 
Minnesota. Minnesota Historical Society Collections Online, Photographs, Louis W. Hill 4562. 
114 For more on the seven county metro area see Introduction. The seven county metro area, which is a 
commonly recognized geographic and social area that I use for the purposes of this dissertation includes 
Anoka, Carver, Dakota, Hennepin, Ramsey, Scott, and Washington Counties.	
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In Hennepin County population, demographic, and geographic change over time 
was clear and distinction between places was marked geographically and economically. 
For instance, the suburbs surrounding Lake Minnetonka – Mound, Eden Prairie, and 
Minnetonka – had much more wealth and were viewed by many as places of resort, 
leisure, and relaxation – not necessarily places of work. By 1920 the area around Lake 
Minnetonka had a booming resort industry spurred on by wealthy whites from 
Minneapolis and St. Paul as well as those from areas further east, places like Chicago. 
Transportation to Lake Minnetonka was relatively easy for those who had automobiles 
although a streetcar line allowed tourists and locals to access the expansive lake west of 
Minneapolis whose Dakota name translates to “big water.”115 In fact, suburbanization at 
and around Lake Minnetonka occurred decades ahead of later, postwar suburbanization 
                                                
115 In 1905 the Twin City Rapid Transit Company extended streetcar service to Excelsior at Lake 
Minnetonka.  
Image 2.2: Location of seven county 
metro area within state of Minnesota 
Image 2.3: The counties within 
the seven county metro area 
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efforts.116 Edina, an inner ring suburb directly south of Minneapolis had both wealth and 
“workers.” Edina’s Country Club District whose “upscale housing subdivision the likes 
of which Minnesota had never seen” was based on Kansas City’s Country Club District 
and Cleveland’s Shaker Heights.117 In 1929 the Edina Planning Commission was 
established, the first in the state, and by 1930 Edina’s Country Club District was home to 
591 adults, 394 minors, and 97 servants, including Native women.118 
 
Image 2.4: Dugout canoe removed from Lake Minnetonka, 1934119 
                                                
116 Fredrick Johnson and Thomas U. Tuttle, The Big Water: Lake Minnetonka and Its Place in Minnesota 
History (Minnetonka, Minnesota: Deep Haven Books, 2012), 206.	
117 Frederick L. Johnson, Suburban Dawn: The Emergence of Richfield, Edina, and Bloomington. 
(Richfield, Minnesota: Richfield Historical Society, 2009), 117. 
118 Ibid., 120. It should also be noted that Nina Carl (discussed later in this chapter) was servant for a family 
who lived in Edina’s Country Club district.  
119 Dugout canoe taken out of Lake Minnetonka on the property of Mr. Gunnarson. Minnesota Historical 
Society Collections Online. Photographs, HE5.10 p17. Radio carbon dating estimates this canoe was 
constructed between 1025 and 1165 A.D. making it the oldest such canoe in the state of Minnesota.	
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 On the opposite end of the economic spectrum from Lake Minnetonka and Edina, 
yet still within Hennepin County are Brooklyn Center and Dayton, more working-class 
and rural communities during this time period. During the early twentieth century the 
Brooklyn Center area was known for its potato farms. Though less densely inhabited than 
areas of Edina and the suburbs surrounding Lake Minnetonka, Brooklyn Center was 
incorporated in 1911 to protect itself from annexation by the city of Minneapolis, its 
eastern neighbor. By the late 1920s community leadership in Brooklyn Center had shifted 
from farm workers to blue collar workers and in 1940, more than a decade after Edina, 
Brooklyn Center enacted its own zoning laws to regulate land use. Surely the zoning laws 
came on the heels of rapid population growth as Brooklyn Center swelled from 788 
people in 1920 to 4,284 by 1950. Today, homes from the 1900 to 1940 time period 
remain in the southeastern corner of the city, the region directly adjacent to Minneapolis. 
Further north of Brooklyn Center, still along the Mississippi River is Dayton, located at 
the confluence of the Mississippi and Crow Rivers, the northernmost city in Hennepin 
County, platted in 1855. In 1910 the population of Dayton was 343 persons and over the 
next twenty years, unlike most other places, Dayton witnessed a gradual population 
decline to 299 in 1920, 265 persons in 1930, and 253 persons in 1940.  
 On the southeastern fringe of Hennepin County was Richfield and Fort Snelling. 
Still known for its truck farms in the 1920s, Richfield was an inner ring suburb that was 
continuously losing land to neighboring Edina and Minneapolis, reducing it to a mere 7 
square miles. In 1924 Richfield was almost entirely platted and its population would 
swell after World War II increasing from 3,378 residents in 1940 to 17,502 in 1950. Just 
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to the east of Richfield is Fort Snelling Military Reserve. During World War I, Fort 
Snelling served as a major processing center for enlisted men. After the War the fort 
became known as the “country club of the army” and was upgraded throughout the 
1930s. By 1940 and the U.S. involvement in World War II a year later, the Fort again 
became home to thousands of recruits, including many Indian men, as they prepare to 
muster out.120  
 Though areas of Hennepin County may have been more developed in terms of 
housing and with a larger population, the suburbs of Anoka County were poised to 
expand. The suburb of Anoka is located at the confluence of the Mississippi and Rum 
Rivers, north of Minneapolis. Between 1920 and 1940 the city of Anoka was growing. In 
1920 the population of Anoka was just over 4,000 persons; by 1940 the population had 
grown nearly 50 percent to 6,500. During the same year, 1920, Anoka held its first city-
wide Halloween celebration, a tradition that carries on today, cementing it as the 
“Halloween capital of the world.” Centerville, located in the southeast corner of Anoka 
County, maintains a very small land base, only 2.4 square miles. Incorporated in 1910, 
between 1920 and 1940 the population of Centerville hovered at near 200 people. 
 Other places around the Twin Cities were also changing. Similar to Hennepin 
County, a tourism and resort industry was growing in Ramsey County as well during the 
first decades of the twentieth century. White Bear Township, connected to St. Paul by 
railway, drew in “notable people” from both Minneapolis and St. Paul who vacationed at 
resorts located on White Bear Lake where golf courses, tennis, horseback riding, 
                                                
120 http://www.historicfortsnelling.org/history/military-history/later-conflicts (accessed September 10, 
2014).  
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bootlegged alcohol, and boating were main attractions.121 By the 1930s and the Great 
Depression, cottages on the lake morphed into cabins where guests could “prepare their 
own meals” in an effort to save money.122 St. Paul Park, located on the Mississippi River 
south of St. Paul, was founded in 1887. By 1909 the population of the city was 1,200 
people and “free land” was offered to companies and employees willing to relocate 
there.123 Though not viewed as a resort or leisure area, St. Paul Park did have many 
boarding houses and hotels for industry employees, including railroad workers.124 
Shakopee and Mendota, Indian places with lengthy and complicated Dakota histories 
were also changing during the period between World War I and World War II. Shakopee, 
a suburb known as “Little Chicago” during Prohibition for its bootlegged alcohol and 
gambling also saw the growth of new businesses in the 1930s and by 1939 the population 
was 2,416.125 At Mendota, the longest poured concrete bridge in the world was 
constructed during the mid 1920s, spanning the Minnesota River, and linking Fort 
Snelling, Richfield, Minneapolis, and St. Paul with Mendota on the east side of the river, 
allowing automobile traffic to continue through on Highway 55. 
                                                
121 Catherine Carey, White Bear: A History (White Bear Township, 2008), 43-44. 
122 Ibid. 
123 http://www.stpaulpark.govoffice.com/ (accessed February 24, 2016). 
124 Ibid.	
125 http://www.shakopeemn.gov/visitors/about-shakopee/history-of-shakopee (accessed March 1, 2016).  
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Image 2.5: Shakopee, circa 1920126 
Indian Affairs and Indian Mobility 
The move to increasingly urban and suburban areas by Indian people in Minnesota in the 
early decades of the twentieth century must be placed within the political, social, and 
economic atmosphere of the time. By the end of World War I hundreds of Minnesota 
Indians had enlisted to serve the U.S. Army, despite the fact that many Indian people 
were not yet citizens. During the first decades of the twentieth century Indian children 
continued to be sent to boarding schools. In Minnesota, the process of allotment had 
already severely depleted the tribal land holdings.127 Perhaps the most devastating affects 
of allotment could be seen at White Earth, where the Gruette family was from, once the 
                                                
126 “First Avenue looking east from Holmes Street, circa 1920,” http://www.shakopeeheritage.org/photos/ 
(accessed March 1, 2016).	
127 Melissa L. Meyer, The White Earth Tragedy: Ethnicity and Dispossession at a Minnesota Anishinaabe 
Reservation, 1889-1920 (Lincoln, Nebraska: University of Nebraska Press, 1999).  
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largest reservation in the state. During allotment much of the Indian land at White Earth 
was taken illegally reducing the land held by the tribe to only 6%.128   
 There are numerous factors that influenced any one Indian individual or family to 
leave behind their reservation community, even if only temporarily, and move to the 
metropolitan Twin Cities during the 1920s, 1930s, and 1940s. Both World War I and 
World War II must be considered “pull” factors that brought Indian people, many for the 
first time, to the urban areas of Minneapolis and St. Paul, both for military service and 
war related employment. Likewise, the improving economy of the late 1930s and 
certainly the post World War II economy led many more individuals and families, both 
Indian and not, to a growing metropolitan area. Transportation and its increasing 
accessibility is also a pull factor the allowed for the movement and migration of all 
people. On the flip side are “push” factors that swayed a person to leave a reservation, 
almost always rural, area. These push factors include allotment and its last legacy, as 
discussed above. Allotment and the isolation of many reservation communities also 
contributed to the often under-developed reservation economies. Reservation economies, 
                                                
128 The Dawe’s Act, also commonly known as the General Allotment Act, enacted in 1887 authorized the 
President to survey and divide reservation land. Traditionally and historically Indian land was held in 
common, not as individual property, allotment broke up Indian land into individual allotments, generally of 
80 or 160 acres. After reservation land was allotted, the federal government then purchased “excess” land 
at a nominal price. This land was then sold to white settlers. It was hoped that the process of allotment 
would speed up the assimilation process of Indian people and would lead to citizenship for Indian people 
who maintained their allotment for a set amount of years. In reality allotment led to the dramatic and rapid 
loss of Indian land and put an end to communal land holdings for Indian tribes. Furthermore, allotment 
allowed non-tribal members, generally white settlers, to own property within the borders of a reservation 
further complicating jurisdictional and tax issues. Today most reservations are still dealing with allotment 
in the form of fractionalization in which the original owner of an allotment dies and the heirs thus received 
equal interests in said allotment, this has occurred over several generations and today fractionated 
reservation land is virtually worthless because many times individuals do not know they are heirs to the 
land or not all heirs agree to the sale of the individual allotment. Please see Melissa L. Meyer’s The White 
Earth Tragedy: Ethnicity and Dispossession at a Minnesota Anishinaabe Reservation, 1889-1920 (1999).	
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particularly those Ojibwe reservations in northern Minnesota, stood in almost direct 
contrast to the developing and growing economies of the Twin Cities’ communities. 
 At the time of Franklin D. Roosevelt’s first-term as president during the early 
1930s, his main political goals were to make strides towards securing a stable economy in 
the wake of the Great Depression, along with efforts of relief, recovery, and reform. 
Concurrently the federal government was dramatically altering its Indian policy largely to 
address the horrific findings of the Meriam Report published in 1928. Chief among the 
scathing 850-page report were the high rates of disease and death among Indian people 
who lived on reservations and those in boarding schools, the poor sanitary conditions of 
boarding schools themselves, and the rampant poverty that plagued reservations post-
allotment. Leading the way to “reorganize” the Indian bureaucracies and bring about the 
recommendations of the Meriam Report was newly appointed Commissioner of the 
Bureau of Indian Affairs, John Collier. The mid 1930s were a period of transition for 
most Americans and certainly for lawmakers in Washington. For most, the New Deal era 
symbolized a period of transition from instability to economic stability and optimism. For 
Indian people the New Deal period ushered in an era of increased tribal authority, put an 
end to the devastating policy of allotment, and allowed for potential tribal economic self-
sufficiency. 
 At the time of the June 1934 Indian Reorganization Act (IRA), widely as the 
Indian New Deal, the focus of Indian policy became ending the process of allotment that 
began in 1887 with the passage of the Dawe’s Act. Significantly the IRA also allowed 
tribes the chance to reorganize under a form of self-government, often designed by the 
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federal government. Though many tribes did benefit from increasing levels of self-
determination and the more complete exercise of tribal sovereignty brought about during 
the IRA era, their gains were quickly overshadowed by the attack on Pearl Harbor and the 
subsequent U.S. involvement in World War II. Throughout the duration of World War II 
American Indians, and virtually all U.S. citizens and residents, became involved first 
hand in the war efforts. Many American Indians moved to urban and likely suburban 
areas during the war years to serve as workers in war related industries while others 
served directly as members of the U.S. army, navy, and air force. The economic, 
political, and demographic changes that occurred between 1920 and the end of World 
War II were immense and rapid and no doubt contributed to movement of Indian people 
to increasingly urban and suburban spaces.  
 The various and numerous push and pull factors that contributed to the migrations 
of Indian people away from reservations and towards metropolitan areas are the 
significant backdrop to this chapter. The work Indian people did, the complexity of their 
movements, their active participation in suburbanization, and their return to Indian places 
in the heart of the Twin Cities, ahead of Relocation, are the focal point of this chapter. 
Each of the following case studies serves to draw attention to the ways in which Indian 
people between 1920 and the end of World War II navigated powerful push and pull 
forces to participate in the early stages of suburbanization throughout the Twin Cities 
area, increasingly white spaces where Indian people were able to create their very own 
(Indian) communities, however small, and find homes of their own.  
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 Throughout the early decades of the twentieth century letters commonly 
circulated back and forth between reservation communities and the cities and between 
city Indians and local employment agencies. Many Indian people actively sought work in 
the city while simultaneously non-Natives in the city, both as individuals and larger 
employers, looked for cheap workers. Indian girls from northern Minnesota reservations 
commonly sought positions as domestics and contacted the Indian agency in Cass Lake 
for help. Domestic work in a private home was a relatively common experience for 
younger women in the city, particularly for women of color. Similarly, wealthy white 
families in the cities would contact reservation officials looking for Indian girls in their 
late teens to work in their homes, often based on the references of neighbors and friends 
who had positive experiences with their Indian workers.129  
 The Meriam Report of 1928 certainly was a push factor that spurred the move of 
Indian people away from reservations and to more metropolitan areas. As American 
Indian scholar Pauline Bruenette Danforth notes, “the Meriam Report noted the presence 
of Indians in Minneapolis and said Minneapolis – St. Paul attracted Indians because of 
the number of Industries that call for large numbers of unskilled laborers.”130 Further, 
Danforth acknowledges that most Indian people who moved to metropolitan areas, ahead 
of Relocation, “were mainly mixed-bloods, living much like their white neighbors. The 
few Indians at that time lived interspersed among the white population and did not cause 
                                                
129 Department of the Interior. Bureau of Indian Affairs. Consolidated Chippewa Agency, National 
Archives at Kansas City. Record Group 75, Series 5. 
130 Pauline Brunette Danforth, “The Minneapolis Urban Indian Community” in Hennepin County History. 
Vol. 49, Number 1, Winter 1989-90, 5.  
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undue interest or concern.”131 While it is certainly true that most Indian people in the 
Twin Cities lived in predominately white areas and neighborhoods, in several instances, 
they formed their own communities, however small.  While the Meriam Report was a 
push/pull factor that influenced the move of some Indian people to the metropolitan 
environment, certainly New Deal era programs of the early 1930s that worked to provide 
on the job training to Indian people must also be considered a pull factor that influenced 
the move to the cities for many Indians, particularly for Indian men. Contradictorily, the 
aims of Indian specific programs, like the Indian Division of the Civilian Conservation 
Corps, largely discouraged Indians from leaving the reservations.132 By the 1920s the 
diversity of work experiences for Indian people, both on and off of reservations, was 
enormous. The 1920 Report of the Commissioner of Indian Affairs points out that “many 
Indians have been places in automobile factories, and reports indicate that they make 
good workmen. Indians are employed on the railroads in many capacities, ranging from 
engineer to shopmen. Thousands work on farms on and adjacent to reservations . . . A 
number are lawyers, physicians, and clergymen in many denominations. Some are in 
social club work and at their homes. There are many clerks in Government and private 
offices . . .”133 
 Berman Fairbanks, an Ojibwe man who already resided in Minneapolis, sent a 
letter to Scott Peters, a placement officer in the Indian Office, looking for work in 1941. 
In the same year J.C. Cavill, Superintendent of the Great Lakes Indian Agency in 
                                                
131 Ibid.	
132 Ibid., pg. 7. 
133 Report of the Commissioner of Indian Affairs to the Secretary of the Interior for the Fiscal Year Ended 
June 30, 1920. Page 19. 
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Ashland, Wisconsin, directed a letter to Mr. M.L. Burns, Coordinator of the Consolidated 
Chippewa Agency Indian Office seeking employment for Wisconsin Ojibwe in the Cities. 
Other Indian men sought work in the growing railroad industry while the railroads 
simultaneously often recruited Indian men from northern Minnesota or those already in 
the cities.134 The labor market in the Twin Cities was heavily gendered for Indian 
workers and often unstable, particularly through the Great Depression and recovery 
years. Regardless, many Indian people in the city often banded together during the 1920s, 
1930s, and 1940s supporting one another, generating cultural opportunities, and creating 
some of the earliest Indian organizations in the cities.135 
  Nancy Shoemaker examines the urban Indian population in Minnesota in her 
article, “Urban Indians and Ethnic Choices: American Indian Organizations in 
Minneapolis, 1920-1950.” Here she argues that, “longtime residents of the Twin Cities 
distinguished themselves from newly arrived reservation emigrants by referring to the 
other Indians as ‘reservation Indians’.” She elaborates that “from 1920 to 1950, 
Minneapolis Indians formed two kinds of organizations: political organizations for 
strengthening their tenuous tribal ties and social organizations for building urban 
communities.”136 Rather than think of Indian urbanization as only gaining support and 
momentum in the post World War II years, many Indian people already had established 
                                                
134 Department of the Interior, Bureau of Indian Affairs, Consolidated Chippewa Agency Decimal 
Correspondence, Series 157 (Social Service Administration Records, 1934-1944) and Series 166 
(Superintendents, Community Workers, and Welfare Correspondence Files, 1931-1953). Department of the 
Interior, Bureau of Indian Affairs, Minneapolis Area Office, Minnesota Agency, Series 4 (Decimal 
Correspondence Files, 1926-1969) and Series 127 (Employee Assistance Case Files, 1951-1966), boxes 
407-420, National Archives at Kansas City. 
135 For more on American Indian support networks and communities see Ramirez, Native Hubs.	
136 Nancy Shoemaker, “Urban Indians and Ethnic Choices: American Indian Organizations in Minneapolis, 
1920-1950,” The Western Historical Quarterly Vol. 19, No. 4 (November, 1988), 431-447. 
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familial, cultural, and community ties in the Twin Cities when the first waves of war-
industry workers, returning veterans, and relocatees arrived in the mid 1940s and later. 
Through my examination of census records and archival materials, I build on the work of 
Nancy Shoemaker and others to confirm the presence of Indian people in the city ahead 
of World War II and Relocation policy, as evidenced in the following personal and 
family narratives.  
Workers and Homemakers 
The metropolitan Indian population of Minnesota grew increasingly diverse as Indian 
people from across the country, many in search of work, migrated to the Twin Cities 
during the first half of the twentieth century. The jobs Indian workers in the cities 
occupied were varied throughout the 1920s, 1930s, and 1940s, but largely reflective of 
the work available for non-Natives of the time, often dependent on industrialization and 
service industries, as evidenced on census documents. Some Indian men in the Twin 
Cities worked as carpenters, as laborers, as farmers, as iron moulders in the steel industry, 
or as chauffeurs of motorcars, very gendered work regardless of race. The presence and 
employment of Indian women in the city throughout the early 1900s is also significant. 
Though not as visibly employed on census documents in work outside the home, many 
were described as home-makers, house-keepers, and house-wives, likely charged with 
domestic duties that included running a home, raising children, and food preparation. 
However, some Indian women did work outside the home, and similar to white women 
and Indian men, performed very gendered work. These Indian women in the Twin Cities, 
often the wives of Indian men or white men, appear to have been employed outside the 
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home on an irregular basis. Some worked in the laundry industry as ironers, others as 
theatre ushers, and many more as servants for the homes they boarded in.  
 
 
 Many Indian families in the Twin Cities during the early decades of the twentieth 
century relied on the labor of the male family members. William Richards, an Ojibwe 
Indian man born in Minnesota, worked as a laborer doing “odd jobs” while he and his 
family lived in Dayton, Minnesota in 1910. By 1920, Richards, still living in Dayton, 
worked as a laborer in a lumberyard and at the time of the 1930 census Richards was no 
longer working. William Richards was married to an Indian woman, Hattie. Neither 
Hattie, nor their 16-year-old daughter, Sylvia, are described as having worked. Their son, 
who still lived at home, Ernest, was a teamster for a coalmine in 1920. Similarly, the 
Jarvis family who lived in White Bear Township in 1930 relied on the labor of their male 
head of household, Sever, for earned income. Sever, described as “full-blood Chippewa” 
on the 1930 census worked as a laborer for a “private family.” Sever’s wife, MaryAnn, 
White Bear Township 
Dayton 
Shakopee 
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was white and no occupation was provided on the census, though she was likely the 
primary caretaker for their two children, described as “mixed-blood Chippewa,” ages 11 
and 7. By 1940 Sever was widowed and he had moved, along with his two children, to a 
neighboring community in Washington County. Though Sever was 72 years old in 1940, 
he continued to work as a farmer, likely helped out by his son, Sever Jr. who now too 
worked as a farmer.  
 As the narratives of William Richards and Sever Jarvis demonstrate, the work 
Indian men did was varied and changed over time. The same is true of Arthur Hamilton, 
an Indian man, likely Dakota, who lived in Minneapolis, in a home that was rented, with 
his wife and two children.137 He can be traced in the census for 30 years, beginning in 
1910 when he worked as a teamster for a local ice company. By 1920 the Hamilton’s had 
moved to Shakopee, a growing city just outside of Minneapolis that was also home to one 
of the state’s four Dakota communities, where Arthur Hamilton worked at an iron 
foundry. In 1930 the Hamiltons still lived in Shakopee and Arthur worked as a laborer in 
the construction industry while his eldest son and son-in-law, both who lived in his home, 
worked as farm laborers. In 1940 the Hamiltons, Arthur now retired, lived at the same 
home in Shakopee, Minnesota. The diversity of work Indian men engaged in is also 
reflected in the work of John Wiggens. Wiggens was an Indian man who lived in 
suburban Minnetonka in 1940; he was single and lived with the white family who also 
employed him. Distinctively, Wiggens was an apprentice or “helper” as he was described 
on the census, for the male head of household who was a “kennel master” of a dog 
                                                
137 On the census Arthur Hamilton’s mother’s place of birth is listed as “Sioux” which leads me to believe 
Hamilton is Dakota. 
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kennel. The diversity of work performed by Indian men was immense – ranging from 
agricultural and farm work to less common work like that conducted by John Wiggens. 
 Indian workers in the cities were not only men, Indian women throughout the 
metro area were also employed outside the home while many more worked as domestic 
servants in homes of others. In 1940 Nina Carl, an 18 year-old Indian woman from Red 
Lake, worked as the single servant for a young, white family in Edina – a city adjacent to 
southwest Minneapolis. Here she worked roughly 42 hours a week doing general 
housework. Considered a wage-worker in a private home, she had only completed two 
years of high school. Similarly, other women, like Helen Lightfoot, were likewise 
employed in domestic service. Lightfoot was employed at the “private home” where she 
also lived, headed by Alfred Wilson, a Scotland born bank vice president who earned 
over $5,000 in 1940. His 22 year-old son, John, likely also contributed to the household 
income through his employment as an automobile salesman that earned him $1,000 per 
year. Helen’s salary that year was $468 in addition her housing that was likely provided 
as terms of her employment as the sole servant. However, many more Indian women, like 
Mary Saxon, a widowed Indian woman, were unpaid domestic workers, often caring for 
children. Mary, an Indian woman from Canada, lived in Brooklyn Center in 1930 in a 
home she rented for $10 each month with her eight year old son. Since no occupation is 
listed on the census for her, it is unclear how she paid her monthly rent.   
Migrations and Movements 
Both migrations and movements are revealed in the census record under close and careful 
examination and often migrations and movements are accompanied by changes in work. 
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The place of birth for each person is recorded in the census and often their father’s and 
mother’s place of birth is also given. This information helps to better understand Indian 
migrations and movements at the turn of and into the twentieth century as well as Indian 
identity and tribal affiliations. Though most Indians in the Twin Cities between 1920 and 
1940 were born in Minnesota, many of their parents were not. Often parents were born in 
“Dakota Territory,” “French Canada,” or Nebraska suggesting possible tribal connections 
to the Dakota or Ojibwe. Yet other Indian people in the city were born in more far away 
states – New York, Oklahoma, Kansas, and New Mexico. Many Indian individuals and 
families can be traced to the metropolitan area in each decade for over twenty years, 
while others appear once in the city and not again. Still others appear to move more 
fluidly between reservation, city, and suburb. Such was the case for many Dakota and 
Ojibwe people in the Twin Cities between 1920 and 1940. 
 
 
 The census can also reveal the mobility of Indian people, including Indian women 
who were married to non-Natives. The Hodgkin family lived in Anoka in 1940. Elizabeth 
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Hodgkins, an Ojibwe woman from White Earth, was married to a white man with whom 
she had five children, all listed as Indian on the 1940 census. Born at White Earth in 
1910, Elizabeth lived in Minneapolis in the late 1920s and early 1930s before moving to 
Anoka, a northern suburb of Minneapolis, by 1933. Similarly, Wanetta Cochran, “full-
blood Cherokee” born in Oklahoma, was age 38 at the time of the 1930 census and lived 
in White Bear Township with her white husband and their “mixed-blood” daughter, 
Winona. This family’s migrations spanned much of the Midwest; it appears Waneeta and 
her husband, who was born in Indiana, lived in Missouri for a time, the birthplace of their 
daughter, before migrating to Minnesota. The mobility of single women is also 
documented in the census. For example, Helen Lightfoot was born in South Dakota in 
1913 and had lived at Pipestone, in the southwest corner of Minnesota, before she arrived 
in suburban Edina and was employed as a domestic servant.138 Similarly, Mary Saxon, 
mentioned previously, was born in Canada and by the time of the 1930 census she had 
migrated to suburban Brooklyn Park.  
 Elwyn McGee, an Indian man from Shawano, Wisconsin also migrated to 
Minnesota. McGee, who “resided” in Richfield, a suburb immediately to the south of 
Minneapolis, came to the Twin Cities to enlist in the army. Many other Indian men, like 
McGee, likely made the trip to the Twin Cities by 1940 and in the decades prior for 
military service. Though Fort Snelling is officially located within “unorganized territory” 
of an “unincorporated area” of Hennepin County directly east of Richfield, on the 1940 
                                                
138 It is possible that Lightfoot was a student at Pipestone Indian School that was in operation from 1892 
when the first building opened through 1953. 
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census, all residents of Fort Snelling, including soldiers of the U.S. army, are curiously 
listed as “wards” of the suburb of Richfield.    
Place and Communities 
Though many of the places Indian people moved to during the early decades of the 
twentieth century can and should be remembered as Indian places, many of them were 
changing rapidly. The places Indian people lived in between 1920 and the end of World 
War II vary from smaller communities within the seven county metro area that are further 
way from the urban core of Minneapolis and St. Paul, like Mound, to those adjacent to 
the cities and inner-ring suburbs, places like Edina, and those somewhere in-between, 
places like Anoka and White Bear township. Some of the places Indian people lived had 
become increasingly associated with white wealth, places like Minnetonka and Eden 
Prairie, while some suburbs had relatively large American Indian communities where 
several Indian families lived on the same block, places like Shakopee and Centerville. It 
is in these places where the beginnings of an early and distinct suburban American Indian 
community can be seen and should be acknowledged. 
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 In 1930 Eden Prairie, a suburb southwest of Minneapolis and lying along the 
northern bank of the Minnesota River, was home to at least two Dakota families. The 
Weldon family lived in Eden Prairie where they also had an Indian neighbor who lived 
right next door, Jane Gilbert. Each member of the Weldon family and their neighbor, 
Jane, are described as “full-blood Sioux” on the census. Though the Weldons owned their 
home, no family members were recorded as being employed, though many of them, 
including Charles the male head of household, age 59, and his two eldest sons, Howard 
and Harry, were of working age, ages 18 and 16, respectively. Their neighbor, Jane 
Gilbert, at age 74, was widowed. Each of the Weldon’s and Jane’s immediate neighbors 
owned their homes, only one neighbor in the area rented, and virtually all were white. 
However, within this neighborhood was another community member who was black. 
Recorded as “negro,” John Morris was from Virginia and was a 26 year-old “hired hand” 
for a white family who rented a farm. At the time of the 1930 census, Highway 169 had 
already bisected the developing suburban community with a handful of gas stations, two 
St. Paul Park 
Centerville 
Mendota 
Shakopee 
Eden Prairie 
Mound 
Image 2.8: Places and Communities 
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grocery stores, a dance hall, and a motel. In 1924 the city had a newly consolidated 
school that housed eight grades and two years of high school. By 1930 Eden Prairie was 
also home to a series of summer cabins, built by a group of Minneapolis businessmen, as 
a place of “retreat,” a place to swim and relax, and had a newly organized “Mother’s 
Club” dedicated to “improve home and community life,” underscoring the significance of 
domesticity and gender ideals during this time period.139 
 Jumping forward 70 years to the time of the 2000 census, the median income for a 
family in Eden Prairie was over $105,177, cementing it as one of the wealthier 
communities in the Twin Cities and in 2010, with a population of 64,000, Eden Prairie 
had toped Money Magazines “Best Places to Live” list. The groundwork for these twenty 
first century “achievements” was certainly being laid in the 1930s when the suburb was 
rapidly developing and growing. The presence of a small but sure Indian community at 
this time should not be forgotten.  
 In 1930 Centerville, a suburb north of St. Paul, was home to several Indian 
families. The Simons, an Indian family who lived in Centerville, were described on both 
the 1920 and 1940 censuses as white – however in 1930 they were all recorded as Indian. 
From the 1930 census we learn that Paul Simon, the male head-of-household, owned his 
home and farm where he lived with his white wife and five children, ages 8 to 25. Just a 
few houses down from the Simons in 1930 were the Woumets. Anton Woumet, an Indian 
man, was married to a white woman but their children and granddaughter were each 
recorded as Indian on the 1930 census. The Woumets owned their home and farm, where 
                                                
139 Marie Wittenberg, Eden Prairie: A Brief History (Charleston: The History Press, 2010), 32-87. See 
Elaine Tyler May, Homeward Bound: American Families In the Cold War Era (New York: Basic Books 
Publishing, 2008) for more on domesticity and gender roles. 
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Anton worked while Anton’s eldest son, Edmond, worked as a laborer elsewhere. Other 
Indian families who lived in the same neighborhood included the Dupres and the 
Levesseurs. Centerville, a historically Indian place significant for its location in the Rice 
Creek chain of lakes, a place frequented and traveled past by both the Dakota and 
Ojibwe, remained a solidly Indian place well into the twentieth century with a strong 
Indian community and presence, as observed by the 1930 census in particular.  
 The 1930 Indian Census Roll of the Mdewakanton documents a strong, and 
possibly, growing Indian community across Twin Cities’ suburbs as well. Indian 
communities were recorded in Shakopee where James Otherday, Julia Demers, Minnie 
Weldon and her children, and Margaret Cermak and her children all resided. In Mendota 
was the Robinette family, the LeClairs, the Labattes, the LaCroixs, and the Perrons – all 
Dakota. In nearby St. Paul Park were members of the Hess and McCoy families. 
Interestingly, for many of these Dakota people whose home reservation was Pipestone, in 
1930 they are either absent from the U.S. federal census or are recorded as white. Many 
of these same families also appear in subsequent Indian censuses as living in the same 
suburb – although it is impossible to tell if they are neighbors or lived in the same house 
from year to year. Regardless each of these locations – Shakopee, Mendota, and St. Paul 
Park – seems to be home to a growing and significant Indian community in 1930 and 
beyond.  
 Another sort of Indian community took shape in the Twin Cities during the same 
time period. The Fort Snelling Military Reserve was home to a significant and growing 
number of Indian men by 1940. Surrounded by city and suburb, Fort Snelling, technically 
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located in the suburb of Richfield in 1940, had housed hundreds, if not thousands, of 
Indian men as they enlisted in the U.S. Army from its founding in 1820 through its use 
through World War II.  Many of these Indian men, like Antoine Mesabe, Robert Taylor, 
Harvey Roy, and Joseph Standing, were from Minnesota. Each of these Indian men were 
from Beltrami County, in northern Minnesota, and they were likely Ojibwe, the highest 
level of education for each was only the 8th grade. Other Indian men at Fort Snelling, men 
like Elwyn McGee who was mentioned earlier, came from out of state. Each of the Indian 
men who came to Fort Snelling contributed to a distinct Indian community, an Indian 
community at an Indian place, even if not their own. 
Conclusion 
When the Gruette family arrived in Mound in the early decades of the twentieth century 
they not only came as workers, they came as active participants to the early forms of 
suburbanization that had swept the Twin Cities. Like many other American Indian 
individuals and families, the Gruettes, who moved to suburban Mound in 1930 from the 
White Earth Reservation, had arrived to a predominately white metropolitan area. The 
Twin Cities were rapidly developing, growing, and changing and necessitated a steady 
flow of willing workers. From agricultural work to industrial work to domestic work, 
American Indian people filled a needed role in the labor market. However, the work 
American Indian people did in the Twin Cities’ suburbs between 1920 and the end of 
World War II cannot be separated from their migrations to and movements within the 
metropolitan area that allowed them the opportunity for employment.  
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 The early decades of the twentieth century saw the growth of mass forms of 
transportation, including the automobile. As available forms of transportation increased 
so did the accessibility and affordability of such routes of transport. Not to be left behind 
in the new age of mobility, were Indian people. Census records from the first decades of 
the twentieth century document the numerous migrations and movements of Indian 
people. Indian people did not just move across national, state, county, and municipality 
lines – they moved across, up, and through social class lines as well. As Philip J. Deloria 
reminds us, “[Indian] mobility called into question the very idea of colonial containment, 
cultural transformation, and eventual subservience to the United States.”140 Surely 
reservation conditions, including high unemployment and poverty, served as a push 
factor that influenced many Indian people to migrate away from the confinement and 
isolation of reservation communities. Some of these Indian people were also able to 
transcend social class by working and living in more affluent, predominately white 
suburbs, like Minnetonka and Eden Prairie. Though it is nearly impossible to tell if 
individual Indians or Indian families were able to trade in a working class lifestyle for 
something solidly middle class, census data does document the homeownership of many 
Indian people in Twin Cities’ suburbs between 1920 and 1940. Furthermore, these mobile 
Indians who became homeowners had homes near equivalent value to that of their 
neighbors. This is not to say that suburban living for Indian people in the early to mid 
twentieth century was without its problems.  
 Not only does the census document the work, movement, and homeownership of 
Indian people, it also documents their race. Though the problems of race on the census 
                                                
140 Deloria, Indians in Unexpected Places, 168. 
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have been well documented, we do not know, for certain, why the racial identity of so 
many Indian people changed so rapidly across time. We do know, however, that the early 
decades of the twentieth century, particularly membership and identity in suburban 
locales, where homeownership was highly valued, race was a crucial marker of 
inclusivity and a non-white identity could immediately deny an Indian person the chance 
of homeownership and suburban belonging.141 Yet homeownership did not prevent 
Indian people from creating their own communities. As the case studies of Indian 
individuals and Indian families in this chapter demonstrate, Indian people found ways to 
participate in the early development of suburbs around Minneapolis and St. Paul, through 
both housing and employment. These same case studies reveal the fluidity of race during 
this time period, particularly as Indian peoples’ identity shifted from one census year to 
the next. Though we cannot be certain if this early racial shifting was occurring because 
of or in response to a suburban residence, it likely had to do with the complexity of race, 
citizenship, and identity at this time period, something that all people of color faced, 
particularly those in newly shaped and developing cities and suburbs. 
 The suburbs of the Twin Cities are historically Indian places and Indian 
communities grew in these places throughout the early to mid twentieth century. Ojibwe 
and Dakota workers, as well as those from out of state tribes, moved to metropolitan area 
and continued to reside in these ever changing spaces. Early twentieth century migrants 
to the increasingly urban environments of Minneapolis and St. Paul were by no means the 
first, but they certainly came as active participants in a growing labor market, participated 
in new and developing urban Indian organizations, and most importantly, for many 
                                                
141 See Chapter Three for a discussion of redlining, a practice that began in the 1930s.	
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Dakota and Ojibwe their reimagining of Indian country was a remembering, remaking, 
and reclaiming of an Indian place. 
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Chapter Three 
“We must do this ourselves’: American Indians and the ‘American Dream’ in the 
Twin Cities, World War II-1970s,” 
 
As with any group of people residing in Minnesota, the housing of the Indian 
population varies greatly. Some live in well-equipped, modern homes; others 
reside in poorly furnished, poorly constructed homes; and others exist under the 
most deplorable conditions. Since the number living under good housing 
conditions is extremely limited, no attempt will be made to consider them. These 
homes are generally found in the Twin City area or in towns or cities where an 
Indian office is located. Here, the occupants are well established economically 
and enjoy security.142 
 
Introduction 
On the evening of June 30, 1953, Kent FitzGerald, Area Placement Officer, visited the 
family of Gerald Owens, a relocatee from the White Earth Reservation who had come to 
Minneapolis. Mr. Owens was employed at a manufacturing job and was earning steady 
pay of $90 per week.143 Despite his work and take home pay, it was difficult for Mr. 
Owens to secure adequate housing and his family “[was] living in a rather crowded 
quarters - - a two room furnished apartment” in south Minneapolis.144 Though the Owens 
family was not satisfied with the promised “opportunities” of the Relocation program, the 
family was not interested in nor planning to return to their reservation in northern 
Minnesota. Instead, during the same June 30 family visit, Mr. Owens informed the Area 
Placement Officer that he had plans to move elsewhere. Kent FitzGerald relayed this 
                                                
142 The Indian in Minnesota: A Report to Governor Luther W. Youngdahl of Minnesota by the Governor’s 
Interracial Commission, April 1, 1947. 
143 This is a pseudonym used to protect the identity of the individuals whose Relocation records I accesses 
at the National Archives. See methodology section on page 123 for more on protected data. According to 
the Department of Commerce the median household income for families in the Midwest in 1953 was 
$4,584. If Mr. Owens worked the entire year at this pay, his annual income would be $4,680. 
144 Department of the Interior. Bureau of Indian Affairs. Minneapolis Area Office. Minnesota Agency 
National Archives at Kansas City. Record Group 75, Series 5. 
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message to Mr. J.W. Kauffman, Superintendent of the Consolidated Chippewa Agency. 
In a letter dated July 2, 1953 FitzGerald wrote:  
Mr. Owens informed me that he is arranging to purchase a home under contract at 
Hamm Lake [sic], a suburb north of Minneapolis. This is a five room house, and 
the present owner is going to permit the Owens family to move in with the 
understanding that they will do some necessary repair work on the building. The 
monthly payment will be the same as rental payments but they will be applied on 
the purchase of the house.145 
 
Just days later, on July 6, 1953, Carl J. Cornelius, Placement and Relocation Officer, 
penned a letter to Mr. Owens congratulating him on his new home. 
We are likewise happy to learn that you are planning to purchase a home at 
Hamm Lake [sic]. This will no doubt provide you with larger living quarters, but 
in addition to the comforts you will derive from such housing, you have taken an 
important step in the improvements of your social and economic standing…We 
wish to commend you for your excellent efforts and we will be most happy to 
hear from you from time to time telling us of your work, housing and any other 
items of interest that we may pass on to other families who are interested in 
moving to the cities.146  
 
It is clear that each of the officials who had a hand in the Relocation of Mr. Owens and 
his family assumed a paternalistic responsibility for and took pride in the presumed 
success, and suburban move, of the Owens family as they worked to make the family a 
symbol of the Relocation program. 
 When Gerald Owens applied for Relocation and moved his family away from the 
White Earth Reservation, south to Minneapolis, they were participating in the on-going 
process of American Indian urbanization that rapidly occurred in the wake of World War 
                                                
145 Department of the Interior. Bureau of Indian Affairs. Minneapolis Area Office. Minnesota Agency 
National Archives at Kansas City. Record Group 75, Series 5. 
146 Department of the Interior. Bureau of Indian Affairs. Minneapolis Area Office. Minnesota Agency 
National Archives at Kansas City. Record Group 75, Series 5. 
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II.147 As a veteran, Gerald Owens had “off-reservation” experience and sought to take 
advantage of his skill-set by moving to the city for improved employment and housing 
opportunities.148 However, like most relocatees to Minneapolis, the Owens family was 
quickly disappointed by the promised opportunities of Relocation, promises that included 
work and housing. Rather than return to their home reservation, like many who took 
advantage of the voluntary Relocation eventually did, or remain unhappy and 
unsuccessful in cramped quarters in the heart of the city, the Owens family chose to move 
north of the Twin Cities, to Ham Lake, “19 miles north of the Minneapolis loop.” When 
Gerald Owens moved his family to a “larger house” with “ample space for a garden plot” 
in Ham Lake, he did so independently of the Relocation program. The Owens’ family 
story and move to the suburban Twin Cities reveals a much more broad and unexamined 
history of the Indian Relocation program and American Indian suburbanization in 
general. In this chapter I make several key arguments; I argue that despite the proclaimed 
aims and idealized notions of the “American Dream” during the postwar, Cold War era of 
consumption, the Relocation program failed to integrate Indian people into suburban 
communities and instead isolated relocatees to urban enclaves.149 The Relocation 
program was a component of the Termination program and was described and promoted 
as a way to integrate Indian people, particularly veterans, into “mainstream society,” 
thereby alleviating the federal government of responsibility.150 Yet, I contend the 
                                                
147 See Chapter Two for more on earlier migrations and movements to the Twin Cities. 
148 A common question on the Relocation application was a variation of what sort of “off-reservation” 
experience does applicant have, this included military service. 
149 See Lizabeth Cohen, A Consumer’s Republic: The Politics of Mass Consumption in Postwar America 
(New York: Vintage Books, 2004). 
150 See page 142 for more on Termination.	
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Relocation program was in fact a racialized housing policy. Here, I highlight the tensions 
between the stated goals of the policy and the reality of the program. This racialization 
and isolation of Indian peoples was evident in the way the federal government and local 
officials monitored where and how relocatees lived, especially through home visits to 
intended to inspect the home or apartment a relocatee lived in as well as their 
employment, yard, appearance, school and church attendance, and economic (capitalism) 
knowledge as criteria for “success.” This policing of indigenous peoples highlights how 
Relocation in fact isolated, racialized, and served as a form of surveillance of Native 
peoples rather than a program of integration.   
 Despite the potential of the Relocation program to move Indian people into more 
integrated, suburban communities, it did not. Instead, I argue those Indian people who 
were able to participate in the rapid suburbanization of the United States that followed 
World War II, whether through employment, homeownership, or residency, did so on 
their own accord, separate from the Relocation program. Further, I contend American 
Indian suburbanization in the postwar years reveals the inconsistencies between the 
Relocation program and more dominant and far-reaching federal housing policies of the 
postwar period, specifically those administered by the Federal Housing Administration 
(FHA), including the GI Bill. I examine the Relocation program alongside FHA housing 
and home loan programs to expose the dramatically unequal access to homeownership 
American Indians faced and the failure of the federal government to truly integrate Indian 
people, a main pillar of the Relocation program. The introductory family story of the 
Owens serves as a framework from which to examine and compare the suburbanization 
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process for other Indian people who lived and worked in the Twin Cities between the end 
of World War II and through the 1970s. For the American Indians who moved into 
suburbs in the years and decades following World War II, they chose where and how they 
wanted to live, often making a conscious choice to improve their housing and 
employment opportunities even if it meant moving away from familial or tribal ties.  
Methodology  
Like each of the chapters within this dissertation, I focus on the Twin Cities metro area. 
The analysis I offer in this chapter is based on archival materials that document American 
Indian peoples’ experiences with urbanization and suburbanization through the lens of 
federal housing policies, specifically the FHA and the Relocation Program. My use of 
primary source material includes numerous pieces of legislation, such as the text of 
various Housing Acts, the GI Bill of 1944, House Concurrent Resolution 108 that 
inaugurated Termination policy, and the Indian Relocation Act of 1956, as well as related 
government reports produced by such agencies as the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA), the 
Federal Housing Administration (FHA), and the Veterans Affairs (VA).151 I also include 
case studies and examples of American Indian suburbanization from metropolitan areas 
outside of Minnesota. I do this for multiple reasons - first, American Indian 
suburbanization was and is not unique to Minnesota. American Indian people participated 
in the postwar suburbanization boom from coast to coast. More, the Relocation records 
from individuals who lived in metropolitan areas including Chicago, Cleveland, and 
southern California offer significant insight into the experiences of relocatees because 
                                                
151 The VA is significant because it determined the benefits of the GI Bill of 1944 and administered the 
Bill’s home loan program that was based on existing policies of the FHA.  
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Minneapolis was not a designated Relocation city. However, though Minneapolis was 
never formally designated as an urban Relocation destination (nor was St. Paul), the two 
Twin Cities serve as an example of the power of Indian people to influence and benefit 
from Indian policy by deciding for themselves where they wanted to relocate to, rather 
than be limited to select urban cities nationwide.152 Therefore, the Relocation records of 
Indian people outside of the Twin Cities are crucial to my argument because they remind 
us that regardless of place, American Indians actively participated in the processes of 
suburbanization across the country.  
 I include the Relocation records from people who relocated to metropolitan areas 
outside of Minnesota because the time period I examine here, 1945-1970, falls within the 
“protected” records dataset. Since Relocation records are not yet seventy years old, 
access to them is restricted in order to protect the personal identity of all individuals 
whose records are contained within this record group. However, I have been able to 
access the restricted Relocation records at the National Archives in Kansas City through a 
special social science researcher exemption request that I applied for and was granted in 
Fall 2014. The Kansas City branch of the National Archives and Records Administration 
(NARA) houses the archival records of the upper Midwest including Minnesota, 
Wisconsin, North Dakota, and South Dakota, this includes Bureau of Indian Affairs 
(BIA) records from each agency located in these states. My research agreement with the 
National Archives stipulates that I must use pseudonyms to protect the identity of each 
relocatee. As such I use pseudonyms for those individuals and families whose Relocation 
                                                
152 Due to the number of Indian relocatees who chose to relocate to Minneapolis, the Minneapolis Area 
Office (of the Bureau of Indian Affairs) served as a sort of temporary Relocation office by 1955 to 
administer and provide Relocation assistance to Indian in the Twin Cities.		
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records I accessed at the NARA and are contained within this dissertation. Similarly, 
safeguards around this restricted or “protected” data prevent me from including images of 
people from these records in my dissertation. Therefore, in order to tell a more nuanced 
and accurate history, I incorporate government records, personal narratives, and images 
from the Newberry Library collections. I include areas outside of Minnesota because 
private archival collections, including Relocation records housed and managed by the 
Newberry Library, are generally publicly available and thus more accessible.153 These 
records are significant because though they pertain to relocatees outside of Minnesota, 
the conclusions I am able to draw from them support my larger arguments.  
 It is during this time period, in the wake of World War II, that I argue, the suburbs 
of the Twin Cities, as we know and recognize them today, began to take shape and grow. 
Throughout the mid twentieth century these areas also saw a steady decline in farming 
homesteads and a growth in single-family homes on smaller lots outside the urban centers 
of Minneapolis and St. Paul. I borrow Kenneth Jackson’s basic characteristics of suburbs 
that he describes and uses throughout his book, Crabgrass Frontier. Therefore my use of 
suburbs includes places that (1) have lower population densities than their urban 
counterparts, in this case Minneapolis and St. Paul, (2) are marked by higher rates of 
homeownership and the desire for such, (3) are generally socioeconomically better off 
than the urban core, although this has been changing since the turn of the 21st century, 
and (4) are commuter places that rely on accessible, reliable, and relatively speedy 
transportation, increasingly in the form of automobiles. However, I also want to push 
                                                
153 This primarily refers to the archival collections from the Newberry Library’s Ayer Modern Manuscript 
Collection. 
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Jackson’s understanding of suburbs further, reminding readers that suburbs are inherently 
Indian places that were rapidly remade and repopulated throughout the twentieth century, 
places with complicated indigenous histories.154 The places I focus on, and where Indian 
people were moving into as they engaged in processes of suburbanization, were 
incorporated as their own places, distinct from the urban core, with many breaking off 
from more rural areas during this time period. Similarly, other suburban places annexed 
more populous places to expand their population and land holdings.     
 As I discuss in Chapter Two, Nicolas Rosenthal demonstrates how many 
historians largely attribute Indian urbanization to the Relocation Program of the 1950s, 
60s, and 70s, rather than acknowledge and understand “the presence of American Indians 
who often traveled, lived, and worked alongside other peoples of color in the burgeoning 
cities of North America.”155 Here, I continue to draw from Rosenthal’s “reimagining of 
Indian country” to demonstrate the ways in which Indian people in Minnesota were 
actively involved in processes of suburbanization independently of the federal Relocation 
program. The Indian people, who have lived, and those who currently do live, in 
suburban areas have resisted Indian policies as well as federal, state, and local level 
policies that have sought to curtail Indian people’s engagements with “modernity.” This 
includes key markers of suburbanization, namely upward mobility via homeownership. It 
is here that I analyze Relocation records to better understand how Indian people engaged 
in processes of suburbanization.   
                                                
154 The concept of suburbs has changed over time as well as my use of suburb from chapter to chapter. See 
Methodology section in Chapters One and Two for my temporal understanding and use of suburb across 
time and how it differs from my use here.  
155	Rosenthal, Reimagining Indian Country, 12.	
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Relocation and Postwar Suburbanization 
The rapidity with which suburbs were built, grew, and eventually populated after World 
War II, largely to the exclusion of people of color, including American Indians, 
underscores their careful orchestration by the federal government.156 The U.S. 
government’s intervention into the housing market that began earlier in the century, 
namely with the creation of the Federal Housing Administration (FHA), would continue 
throughout the second half of the twentieth century with the careful crafting and 
administration of later housing programs, including, as I argue, the American Indian 
Relocation program. Interventions by the federal government into the housing market 
during the 1930s, 1940s, and 1950s set in motion a new and dramatic wave of 
suburbanization that swept over the nation. It is here that I argue the Relocation program 
contradicts other federally administered housing programs of the same political moment, 
specifically the broader policies of the FHA, including the GI Bill, each of which 
promoted white homeownership, increasingly in suburbs, often at the expense of people 
of color, including American Indian people. However, American Indians were not left 
behind or out of the suburbanization process. Instead, I contend that American Indian 
people actively engaged in the postwar suburbanization boom through employment in 
                                                
156 For more on African-American suburbanization see Arnold R. Hirsch, Making the Second Ghetto: Race 
and Housing in Chicago, 1940-1960 (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2009) and “Less than Plessy: 
The Inner City, Suburbs, and State-Sanctioned Residential Segregation in the Age of Brown,” in The New 
Suburban History, ed. Kevin M. Kruse and Thomas J. Sugrue (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 
2006), 35-36, 
Preston H. Smith, Racial Democracy and the Black Metropolis: Housing Policy in Postwar Chicago 
(Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 2012), Thomas J. Sugrue, The Origins of the Urban Crisis: 
Race and Inequality in Postwar Detroit (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2005), and Andrew Wiese, 
Places of Their Own: African American Suburbanization in the Twentieth Century (Chicago: The 
University of Chicago Press, 2005), also “‘The House I Lived In’: Race, Class, and African American 
Suburban Dreams in the Postwar United States,” in The New Suburban History, ed. Kevin M. Kruse and 
Thomas J. Sugrue (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2006), 99-119.	
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suburban areas, residence in suburban communities, and the perhaps most significant, 
through the purchase of homes in suburban neighborhoods.  
 Eager to secure a stable economy following the Great Depression, the first term of 
Franklin D. Roosevelt’s presidency has been noted by scholars and citizens for his efforts 
at relief, recovery, and reform. Despite the federal government’s attempts to stimulate the 
economy and the well-documented history of urban slums and tenement housing in the 
country’s early industrial cities, the government did not make a formal nor significant 
intervention into the housing sector until the Federal Home Loan Bank Act of 1932.157 
However, the Reconstruction Finance Corporation (RFC) and the Federal Home Loan 
Bank Board of 1932 both failed to provide necessary support to homeowners who faced 
high interest rates, high down payments, and rapid three to five year repayment terms.158  
 In 1934 the federal government passed the National Housing Act of 1934 that 
created the Federal Housing Administration (FHA). The FHA is the main federal agency 
that handles mortgage insurance, essentially acting as a guarantor of mortgages and 
protecting lenders from default. Significantly, the FHA also regulates interest rates on 
home loans and created a national mortgage association that provides a market for home 
mortgages to be bought and sold by banks and investors, thus increasing the availability 
of money and potential for lender profit.159 Though the FHA stipulated reasonable 
                                                
157 The Federal Home Loan Bank Act: Public Law 72-304, Chapter 522. July 22, 1932, 47 Stat. 725. 
158 In operation between 1932 and 1957 the Reconstruction Finance Corporation made loans and provided 
financial support to business, railroads, and financial institutions in the wake of the Great Depression. 
Designed to promote confidence in lending, this agency of the federal government was in operation 
between the New Deal era through World War II. The Federal Home Loan Bank Board of 1932 (Public 
Law 72-304, 47 Stat. 725) served to make home ownership more affordable by creating the Federal Home 
Loan Bank Board and Federal Home Loan Banks that worked to create credit reserves and increase the 
supply of credit in the housing market. 
159 The National Housing Act of 1934: Public Law 73-479, 73rd Congress. H.R. 9620, June 27, 1934.	
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finance terms to make home loans more accessible it directed a majority of loan monies 
to white families during the mid-twentieth century.160 As argued by numerous scholars, 
including George Lipsitz, “by channeling money away from older inner-city 
neighborhoods and toward white home buyers moving into segregated suburbs, the FHA 
and private lenders after World War II aided and abetted the growth and development of 
increased segregation in U.S. residential neighborhoods.”161 Though FHA did not build 
the houses or design the suburbs, they did determine who was able to receive a 
government-backed loan with lower down payments and longer repayment terms.  
  Intended to make home loans more accessible and affordable for most 
Americans, the policies of the FHA did little to assist lower-income people, including 
many people of color, attain home loans. In fact, despite its promises, the FHA actually 
contributed to a major aspect of racial discrimination in the housing market as a direct 
result of its Underwriting Manual that created the process of redlining.162 In order to 
determine the properties the FHA would approve mortgages for, the FHA used a series of 
“quality standards” including physical characteristics, location, and racial/ethnic makeup 
of the neighborhood. These “quality standards” corresponded to a series of color-coded 
maps where neighborhoods ranged in color from green (most desirable) to red (least 
desirable, black, and lower income neighborhoods deemed most risky for lending), 
cementing the term and process of redlining.163 Edina, an inner-ring suburb on the 
                                                
160 Jackson, Crabgrass Frontier, 203.   
161 George Lipsitz, The Possessive Investment in Whiteness: How People Profit from Identity Politics, 
Revised and Expanded Edition (Philadelphia: Temple University Press, 2006), 373. 
162 See the United States Federal Housing Administration, “Underwriting Manual, Underwriting and 
Valuation Procedure Under Title II of the National Housing Act” (Washington D.C.: Government Printing 
Office, 1936). 
163 For more information on FHA lending practices and redlining see Jackson, Crabgrass Frontier.		
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southwest fringe of Minneapolis, is a frequently cited example of redlining. As James W. 
Loewen points out in Sundown Towns, the Country Club district of Edina is a well-
known case where racially restrictive covenants were built into the deeds of many homes 
to ban “any person other than the one of the white or Caucasian race” from owning a 
home in the area.164 To address the inherent racism and segregation in the housing 
market, Congress passed the Housing Act of 1937 to establish the Public Housing 
program. Intended to provide assistance to “lower income families,” the Public Housing 
Authority (PHA) authorized loans to local, public housing agencies for low-rent housing 
projects.165  
 Just over one decade after the Housing Act of 1937 created public housing, the 
Housing Act of 1949 was authorized with the stated goal of providing “a decent home 
and suitable living environment for every American family.”166 The pillars of the Act 
were federal funding for “slum clearance” (Title I), increased authorization for FHA 
mortgage insurance (Title II), and extended federal funding to build over 800,000 public 
housing units (Title III). As scholars of U.S. housing policies have pointed out, the 
legislation of the Housing Act of 1949 was inherently contradictory.167 Designed to 
alleviate housing shortages, particularly for lower-income people, the Housing Act of 
1949 placed the burden of finding adequate and affordable housing most acutely on 
                                                
164 James W. Loewen, Sundown Towns: A Hidden Dimension of American Racism (New York: Touchstone, 
2005), 7, 23, and 116. Also see Hennepin County Government Center, Minneapolis, Hennepin County 
Deed Book 1235, page 261, November 21, 1930. 
165 The United States Housing Act of 1937: Public Law 75-412, Chapter 896, September 1, 1937. 50 Stat. 
888. 
166  The Public Housing program was created by the Housing Act of 1937. Housing Act of 1949: Summary 
of the Provisions of the National Housing Act of 1949, https://bulk.resource.org/gao.gov/81-
171/00002FD7.pdf (accessed February 8, 2016). 
167 Alexander von Hoffman, “A Study in Contradictions: The Origins and Legacy of the Housing Act of 
1949,” Housing Policy Debate Volume 11, Issue 2, 299. 
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people of color, specifically African Americans. To be sure, in the midst of the postwar 
environment “massive white suburbanization [and] federal housing policy provided the 
framework within which national agencies and state and local authorities could 
accommodate demographic change, a budding civil rights revolution, and majoritarian 
racial sensibilities all at the same time” and thereby create a “second ghetto.”168 Indeed, 
urban African Americans were often caught up in the “historical inertia supporting 
segregation,” forced to decide between the push of urban renewal efforts and the pull to 
move to public housing projects rather than to truly integrate into growing, white 
suburbs.169  
 As suburbs became desirable sites for new homes by more and more white 
Americans, the FHA preferred the construction of new suburban homes rather than the 
improvement of older structures in urban areas.170 As pointed out by Michael J. Bennett, 
85% of the nation’s growth after World War II occurred in suburbs: 
 Starting in 1950, almost all of the nation’s cities lost population while the suburbs 
gained 60 million new residents.  The [GI] bill, like all laws, had unintended 
consequences; in this instance, it helped accelerate the concentration of blacks and 
minorities in the cities.  If people were leaving the cities to find a better life, they 
were also fleeing them to avoid shadows cast by urban blight – and people of 
darker skin.171  
 
Though the programs of the FHA promoted and supported home ownership for all, it also 
bolstered already occurring white flight to the suburban fringe. Racially-biased deed 
restrictions and racial covenants, commonplace in housing programs throughout the 
                                                
168 Arnold R. Hirsch, “‘Containment’ on the Home Front: Race and Federal Housing Policy from the New 
Deal to the Cold War,” Journal of Urban History Volume 26 Number 2, 158-189.	
169 Ibid., 163. 
170 Thomas W. Hanchett, “The Other ‘Subsidized Housing’,” Journal of Housing & Community 
Development 58, no. 2 (Jan/Feb 2001). 
171 Michael J. Bennett, When Dreams Came True: The GI Bill and the Making of Modern America (Dulles, 
Virginia: Potomac Books, 1999), 26. 
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twentieth century including communities in Minnesota, went largely unchallenged even 
after the 1948 Shelley v. Kraemer Supreme Court ruling prohibited their legal 
enforcement.172 In 1954, Minnesota became one of the first states in the nation to pass a 
law that specifically banned racially restrictive covenants, though similar to the earlier 
Supreme Court ruling, informal segregation and discriminatory attitudes remained largely 
unchanged. Though African Americans were the most common victims of this form of 
racism, American Indians also felt the burden of the color line. In 1940 Helen Lightfoot, 
a 29-year-old Indian woman from South Dakota, worked as a live-in-maid for a white 
family in Edina. Though the neighborhood’s racially restrictive covenant prevented 
anyone other than “one of the white or Caucasian race” from purchasing or renting a 
home in the community, the covenant did allow people of color to “[serve] as domestics 
for the owner or tenant of said lot.”173 This caveat was in line with neighborhood deeds 
that sought to “[m]aintain a high class, restricted, residential district, free from 
objectionable or value destroying features” by prohibiting livestock, “objectionable trees 
or shrubbery,” and keeping all garbage and waste hidden from view.   
 However, the Relocation program must be considered alongside the mass exodus 
of white people from urban, inner-city environments. In a process that was known as 
white flight by the 1960s, more and more visibly white individuals and families moved 
out of the urban core and into more suburban geographies while American Indians and 
other people of color moved into recently vacated properties and newly constructed 
public housing facilities. White flight then, largely hastened the process of redlining that 
                                                
172 See Shelley v. Kraemer, 334 U.S. 1 (U.S. Supreme Court, 1948). 
173 1940 United States Federal Census, Ancestry.com (accessed June 26, 2015). See also Hennepin County 
Deed Book 1235, page 261, November 21, 1930, Hennepin County Government Center, Minneapolis. 
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sought to keep people of color (and poor whites) out of newly constructed suburban 
neighborhoods by making home loans in areas occupied by people of color more difficult 
to obtain and financially “risky” for mortgage insurers. We cannot fully understand the 
processes and extent of white flight without also considering the Relocation program. 
Likewise, we cannot fully understand the detrimental effects of Relocation without also 
considering how it worked in tandem with white flight. This is particularly significant 
because white flight has almost exclusively been examined through a black-white binary. 
In essence, the Relocation program contributed to the racialized white/non-white 
urban/suburban divide, if not deliberately then as a by-product of postwar housing 
policies that were increasingly marked by race.  
 The Indian Relocation program, designed and widely promoted as a program to 
integrate Indian people into the mainstream, dominant, white society, in actuality did the 
exact opposite. Relocation provided short-term rental units to its participants in almost 
exclusively urban areas. These were the very same places many white families were 
moving out of, many able to do so through the benefit of ongoing lending practices and 
policies of the FHA available to white Americans since the 1930s. According to a 
Chicago area Relocation Report, Relocation actually spurred on white flight as many 
“white residents of neighborhoods” in Chicago that were “becoming mixed” with Indians 
“[reported] panic selling.” If Relocation was viewed as a tool to integrate Indian people, 
then why were Indian people not also provided with home loans and encouraged and 
supported in the process to relocate to suburban areas, instead of urban residences 
commonly described as “predictably dreary?” This question becomes particularly 
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significant when numerous American Indians inquired to their Relocation officer about 
the process of and their ability to purchase a home while many others expressed a strong 
desire to move out of the city and into better accommodations in nearby suburbs.  
 After moving nearly twenty miles north of the Twin Cities to a home under 
contract in Ham Lake, Gerald Owens specifically expressed to the Placement and 
Relocation officer that he was “interested in securing a VA loan to improve the place.” 
Rather than offer support or guidance to Mr. Owens, the Placement and Relocation 
Officer simply told him to contact the Loan Division of the VA at Fort Snelling.174 It is 
here that the Owens’ Relocation records end and likely, so to his appeals for financial 
guidance and backing. Similarly, David Dowd, who was from Bemidji, contacted the 
Minnesota Chippewa Agency Relocation Department about down payment assistance 
after his Relocation to Oakland. In his August 1956 letter Mr. Dowd writes,  
I am writing in regards to information on the bill that was passed for down 
payment assistance on houses for relocated Indians. The Indian office in San 
Francisco will not give us any information. They told us to write your office to 
see if we are entitled for a down payment. It is very hard to find places to live, and 
rent is very high. Will you please let us know as soon as possible. We’ve been out 
here a year and a half, and would like to know if we are entitled to this. Have 
worked steady since we’ve been out here.175  
 
In response the Agency Relocation Officer wrote, “As I understand it, there has been no 
full procedure set up for this program” and that regardless, it would be Mr. Dowd’s 
responsibility to contact and work with the local San Francisco Office to pursue such 
matters. Despite their best efforts, American Indian people on Relocation never had the 
same opportunity for suburban home ownership that many white Americans with access 
                                                
174 Department of the Interior. Bureau of Indian Affairs. Minneapolis Area Office. Minnesota Agency 
National Archives at Kansas City. Record Group 75, Series 5. 
175 Ibid. 
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to FHA loans, including the expansive GI Bill, had. Rather, American Indians continually 
faced bureaucracies and discrimination as they worked to attain suburban 
homeownership. Whereas the Cold War ideologies maintained specific imaginaries of 
home, domesticity, and gender roles, instead the BIA and the Relocation program itself 
stood in direct opposition, preventing American Indians form accessing suburbia.  
 Yet Gerald Owens and David Dowd were not alone. Thousands of American 
Indians faced similar circumstances in the post World War II environment as they 
struggled to further “integrate” into the dominant society and achieve the “American 
Dream.” This was particularly true for American Indian individuals and families who 
applied for the Relocation program. The Relocation records of Gerald Owens and David 
Dowd document the more common, yet complex issues associated with the Relocation 
program. In particular the Relocation records of these men draw attention to the 
inconsistent and unequal access to long-term suburban housing for Indian people. Rather 
the program instead moved Indian people to urban areas, almost always into sub-
standard, short-term, rental housing, rather than provide more affordable and stable home 
ownership opportunities in suburbs, even when requested.  
 Lenders and builders in the postwar years were heirs to millions of dollars, 
funneled their way by the FHA and the GI Bill, and they preferred new construction in 
developing suburbs. Relocated Indians, on the other hand, were almost always relegated 
to cramped quarters in the urban core. A 1956 report on Relocation describes the typical 
housing available to Indian people as “passable to working-class standards, inadequate 
according to middle-class standards” where “the rooms [are] shabbily but not wretchedly 
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furnished” with the hope for “improvement” coming “as more relocated families find 
their way into the racially mixed public housing developments.”176 As Kenneth Philp 
points out, 
 [R]elocation officials could not always keep their promise of finding adequate 
housing for the Indians. After 1945 most of the new housing stock was located in 
middle-class suburbs. Desirable rental property often cost too much for low-paid, 
unskilled Indian workers who faced frequent layoffs. Consequently, Indians 
usually had to move into public housing projects or shabby unfurnished ghetto 
apartments in lower-class neighborhoods where slum landlords charged excessive 
rent.177   
 
The access to housing at mid-century, for differing racialized groups, makes clear the 
intentions of the federal government through their organized and funded efforts to move 
white and non-white people. “Much good housing at reasonable cost will never be easily 
found. It is not here. This is a community problem and the Relocation Office cannot solve 
it.”178 This was also true of the housing available in the Twin Cities. Like most other 
metropolitan areas across the country, Minneapolis and St. Paul saw a severe shortage in 
adequate housing in the wake of World War II. Despite the promises of earlier housing 
programs, namely the Housing Act of 1937 and the Housing Act of 1949, by the mid 
1950s, and in the midst of urban renewal, there still had not yet been enough public 
housing units constructed to house those who were unable to access home loans, 
including American Indians on Relocation. Instead, most of the FHA’s attention was 
                                                
176 The Association on American Indian Affairs, “The American Indian Relocation Program: A Report 
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177 Kenneth R. Philp, “Stride Toward Freedom: The Relocation of Indians to Cities, 1952-1960,” Western 
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focused on lenders and developers who spurred on the postwar economy through new 
home construction in the inner-ring suburbs around Minneapolis and St. Paul. 
 As I demonstrate, Indian people certainly used Relocation as a tool to access 
improved, suburban housing, rather than stay in urban areas with little access to 
appropriate housing. It is also likely many more Indian people sidestepped the Relocation 
program altogether, instead moving directly to suburban communities on their own 
accord. Damon James, an Ojibwe man born in 1932 at the Mille Lacs Reservation, 
applied for Relocation in 1953 with his wife and two young daughters. After temporarily 
moving into “rather crowded quarters in South Minneapolis” with Mr. James’ cousins in 
July of 1953, “they [were] quite anxious to find housing of their own” and were waiting 
on their promised Relocation checks to do so. By early July Damon James had secured 
employment at a produce company, where he was paid $1.56 an hour working as a “truck 
helper and stock-clerk.” But Mr. James, an army veteran, was having difficulty finding 
higher paying work and continued to need assistance “for at least three weeks to get them 
on their feet” while they worked to secure an apartment and to pay off the bills the family 
had accumulated while in the city. Soon after, on August 7, 1953, a memo from the Area 
Placement Officer points out that the James family had finally secured their own 
apartment in the city, next door to Mr. James’ aunt and uncle.179  
 The James family was getting by in the city, perhaps even considered a “success” 
of the Relocation program that brought hundreds, if not thousands, of relocatees to 
Minneapolis and St. Paul. It is likely that Damon James and his young family stayed on 
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in Minneapolis for several months while him and his wife worked low-paying jobs that 
offered them just the opportunity to afford the monthly rent and provide necessities for 
the family. However on May 15, 1954 Kent FitzGerald, Area Relocation Officer, was 
informed that Mr. and Mrs. James had self-initiated a move to Elk River. The letter states 
“that the James family had moved to Elk River, Minnesota where Mr. James is now 
employed by a company which sells minnows and other kinds of bait to fisherman. Mrs. 
James stated that Mr. James had lost his job with the [produce company] because he was 
late to work so frequently on Monday mornings after having spent the weekend at his 
wife’s home on the Mille Lacs Reservation.”180 Elk River, a developing suburb north of 
Minneapolis, was a much shorter commute to the reservation for the family, who also 
chose to remain in the metro area.  
 The conditions of the short-term housing that was provided for Relocated Indians 
certainly served as a catalyst for many to find more suitable, often suburban, housing. 
After briefly living in a Holiday Inn after relocating to Lorain, Ohio, and being forced to 
share a cooking space, Stanley Ward was ready to move his family into a more 
comfortable home in the Cleveland suburb. In 1959, just months after he began work at 
the local Ford Plant, Ward moved his wife and young child to a larger duplex in the 
neighboring community of Elyria. Their home was described in Relocation records as 
“very desirable housing, the place has a front lawn and a large back yard.” In a letter 
written by David Dowd, an Ojibwe man from Bemidji, who was seeking down payment 
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assistance, he and his wife echoed the sentiment of many Relocated Indians, “it is very 
hard to find places to live, and the rent is very high.”  
 A close examination of the Relocation program, then, as a federal housing policy 
of the postwar era and as racialized housing policy, reveals the inherent contradictions 
between federal housing policies of the time period that promoted home ownership, and 
the American Indian Relocation program, each of which served a specific purpose to 
move certain racialized peoples to specific residential areas. Unlike Relocation, the goals 
of the FHA were to provide federally insured funding for the construction and/or 
purchase of single-family homes; increasingly these homes were in suburbs. Instead, 
Relocation, as an Indian specific housing policy, was a way for the federal government to 
further reduce its obligations to Indian people, obligations guaranteed in treaties, and 
instead gradually sever their relationship to Indian people while moving them to short-
term rental units in urban areas, with no opportunity for homeownership, where they 
were expected to assimilate and integrate. Rather than address the unique set of 
challenges many American Indian people faced in the housing market, Relocation was 
widely promoted as a new opportunity in a metropolitan area.181  
 Historically entrenched lending procedures and racial discrimination added 
another layer of complexity to the deliberate movement of certain racialized groups to 
urban and suburban areas. FHA lending policies and programs continued to allow for 
racially discriminatory covenants that prevented people of color from purchasing homes 
in increasingly white suburban developments. The Supreme Court case Shelley v. 
                                                
181 Here I am specifically referring to land held in trust on reservation and the inability to use that land as 
collateral to secure a home loan. 
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Kraemer (1948) held that racial covenants that prevented “people of the Negro or 
Mongolian race” from owning property were legally unenforceable. However, in it’s 
ruling the Supreme Court also asserted the validity of race-based covenants as a freedom 
of private parties guaranteed under the Fourteenth Amendment. Yet, the racial covenants 
were ruled judicially unenforceable due to the equal protection clause within the 
Fourteenth Amendment. Race based covenants certainly curtailed American Indians 
ability and freedom to purchase property. In 1948 a second case concerning the legality 
of race-based covenants reached the Supreme Court, Hurd v. Hodge. At issue in this case 
from a Washington D.C. neighborhood was a 1906 racially restrictive covenant that 
stated, “said lot shall never be rented, leased, sold, transferred or conveyed unto any 
Negro or colored person, under a penalty of Two Thousand Dollars.”182 The defendant in 
this case, James M. Hurd, purchased his property from a white owner and rather than 
allow Hurd to reside in this predominately white neighborhood where the homes each 
contained the above racially restrictive covenant, neighbors filed suit in court to dismiss 
his deed to the property. Throughout the court case and in legal commentary, Hurd is 
consistently described as a “Negro;” however, as emphasized by Alison Bernstein and 
buried in the footnotes of the case, Hurd identified himself as a Mohawk Indian.183 This 
case reveals the racial tensions that enveloped housing and homeownership in the wake 
of World War II for all people of color. Even with the court cases settled, throughout 
                                                
182 Hurd v. Hodge – 334 U.S. 24 (U.S. Supreme Court, 1948).  
183 Alison Bernstein, American Indians and World War II: Toward a New Era in Indian Affairs (Norman, 
Oklahoma: University of Oklahoma Press, 1999), 164.  See also Hurd v. Hodge, footnote 76. 
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much of the country segregation and discrimination remained active, and in many cases 
legal, throughout the housing and employment sectors.184 
 Certainly there were additional covenants that specifically precluded Indian 
occupancy, those that expressly excluded “any of the nonwhite race,” while others 
considered American Indians as “Negro” precisely for the purposes of exclusion. These 
racially restrictive covenants added to the burden of finding adequate housing for many 
Indians, particularly those in metropolitan areas, including across the Twin Cities, by 
further limiting housing options for Indian people.185 Nearly all-major metropolitan areas 
of the 1940s, inclusive of new suburban developments and existing urban rental 
properties, imposed a version of racially restrictive housing ordinances. Both 1948 court 
cases make explicit the blurring of the color line and the efforts homeowners and 
neighborhood organizations would go through to maintain their “whiteness.” Although 
the Supreme Court struck down the enforceability of race based restrictive covenants, it 
did not prevent them from being carried out on a local level undetected and uncontested.  
 Racially restrictive property covenants, white-flight, and redlining have each 
carved out a lasting legacy across many of America’s communities by preventing people 
of color, including American Indians, from purchasing property and becoming residents 
of suburban areas that were increasingly white and homogenous. This legacy is obvious 
today. In 2014 subprime lending continued to be directed towards communities of color; 
in Minneapolis, this includes the historically and largely American Indian Phillips 
                                                
184 Suzanne Mettler, Soldiers to Citizens: The G.I. Bill and the Making of the Greatest Generation (New 
York: Oxford University Press, 2007) cited by Patricia Kelly Hall, “Privileged Moves: Migration, Race, 
and Veteran Status in Post-World War II America” Dissertation, University of Minnesota, February 2009.  
185 For an example of a restrictive covenant, see Hennepin County Deed Book 1235, page 261, November 
21, 1930, Hennepin County Government Center, Minneapolis. 
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neighborhood where 38% of all home loans between 2004 and 2006, were subprime. In 
the same neighborhood that grew out of postwar Indian urbanization and Relocation, 
63% of home loan applicants of color were denied mortgage financing, compared to 54% 
of whites of the same income levels.186 
Relocation as a Racialized Housing Policy 
The federal government’s intervention into the housing sector and the deliberate efforts to 
relocate specific groups of people to specific residential areas via Indian policy include 
removal, exile, and Relocation.187 As I demonstrate the ways in which Relocation worked 
as an Indian specific housing policy, I make visible the deliberate and ongoing attempts 
of the federal government to move certain racialized groups of people, in this case 
American Indians, to specific residential locations. I critique Relocation as a policy and 
argue that it must examined as an Indian specific housing policy, an aspect of Relocation 
that is almost always ignored in lieu of a more broad focus on urbanization that includes 
employment, discrimination, poverty, and return migrations.188 The intended short-term 
goals of Relocation were to move Indian people into temporary rental units in urban 
areas, while the long-term goal of Relocation was continued assimilation and 
reintegration of Indian people. However, I argue that the long-term goals of Relocation 
                                                
186 Myron Orfield, Thomas F. Luce, Jr., and Eric Myott, “Twin Cities in Crisis: Unequal Treatment of 
Communities of Color in Mortgage Lending” Institute on Metropolitan Opportunity (University of 
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187 Throughout this dissertation I consider the forced exile of Dakota people from Minnesota a distinct 
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188 The Relocation Act of 1956: Public Law 959, Chapter 930. August 3, 1956 [S. 3416]. Although 
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contradicted the short-term goals. If Relocation was intended to integrate American 
Indian people into mainstream, white America, then they, too should have been provided 
access to home loans while being encouraged and supported along the way to becoming 
suburban residents, rather than being pushed to become urban dwellers in “slum” areas in 
need of “revitalization” on a temporary basis. Instead, Relocation was a temporary 
measure to move Indian people off of reservations. However, Relocation stopped short of 
full-integration of Indian people into predominately white, postwar suburban 
communities.  
 As the end of World War II neared Congress invested billions of dollars into a 
postwar economy through the crafting of the GI Bill to aid in the reintegration of World 
War II veterans. Simultaneously, Congress, the Hoover Commission, and Republican 
leaders in Washington considered eliminating the BIA, optimistically described as a way 
to save the federal government millions of dollars. The dual Indian policies of Relocation 
and Termination were concurrently touted as ways to “reintegrate” Indian people into 
mainstream society, particularly Indian veterans who were deemed more “prepared” for 
“full-integration.” The short-term goals of Relocation were to move Indian people into 
temporary rental units in urban areas, while the long-term goal of Relocation was the 
continued assimilation and reintegration of Indian people by moving them off of 
reservation in rural areas. As Kenneth R. Philp points out in his book, Termination 
Revisited, the government strove to maintain American idealism “reflected [in] Cold War 
beliefs about the superiority of Euro-American civilization and political ideology,” 
Relocation and Termination, in the form of emancipation from federal wardship, took 
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shape for American Indians.189 Policy makers intentionally used this liberatory language 
to frame Relocation and Termination policies as congruent with the democratic ideals of 
freedom and independence, a “freeing” from Indian policy.  
 In retrospect, if the federal government had truly intended and desired the full-
integration of Indian people into mainstream society, the BIA’s housing policy, in the 
form of Relocation, would have more closely followed the policies of the FHA, including 
the Veterans Administration’s GI Bill home loan program that rapidly moved whites into 
suburban homes. Instead of moving Indian people to short-term rental housing, the 
federal government would have supported and sponsored home-ownership programs for 
Indian people. Instead of moving Indian people to the urban areas that many whites were 
moving out of, the federal government would have encouraged the move to suburbs for 
relocating Indians. Instead of denying Relocation opportunities to many Indian families 
due to the higher associated costs, the federal government would have allowed for the 
maintenance and stability of nuclear families. The Relocation program was never situated 
to fully integrate Indian people into the dominant, white, consumption-oriented postwar 
society. Instead it was a temporary measure to reduce government spending and move 
Indian people off of reservations, thereby opening up more Indian land and reducing the 
obligations of the federal government.  
 Ending the government’s guardian-ward relationship with Indian people was 
viewed by many conservative politicians, including Secretary of Interior Julius A. Krug, 
Senator Author Watkins, and the Senate Civil Service Committee of 1946-7, as the final 
                                                
189 Philp, Termination Revisited, 68.  See also Ned Blackhawk, “I Can Carry on From Here,” Wicazo Sa 
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necessary step for Indians to fully assimilate (i.e. integrate) and “enjoy” the benefits of 
American citizenry.190 When Termination was passed in 1953, the bill included the 
following, “it is the policy of Congress, as rapidly as possible, to make Indians within the 
territorial limits of the United States subject to the same laws and entitled to the same 
privileges . . . to end their status as wards of the United States, and to grant them all of 
the rights and prerogatives pertaining to American citizenship” (emphasis added).191 In 
this way the federal government revealed the ease with which they were prepared to deny 
recognition of tribal sovereignty and the clear links they saw between American Indian 
modernity and “belonging” to the denial of this recognition. Termination was intended to 
sever all ties between the federal government and sovereign tribal nations. This included 
all treaty-negotiated responsibilities of the federal government including promised federal 
aid, services (such as health care and education), and “protections” (i.e. federal 
recognition). Perhaps most significantly, Termination eliminated the trust status of 
reservation land under the protection of the federal government. In order to determine if a 
tribe was “ready” for Termination (portrayed as a “freeing" of Indian people from the 
confines of government supervision), Congress looked to the degree of intermarriage, 
assimilation to white customs, literacy rates, as well as the military participation of tribal 
members.  
 Termination policy had devastating effects on American Indian people; while 
most have been restored to a federally recognized status, between 1953 and 1964, 109 
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tribes lost their status as federally recognized tribal nations and over 13,000 individuals 
lost their recognized tribal affiliations, a severe blow to tribal sovereignty.192 At the same 
time, over 1.36 million acres of Indian land, once held in trust by the federal government, 
lost its “protected” status and quickly slipped out of tribal hands, most sold for massive 
profit.193 Government officials and supporters believed assimilation was the ultimate goal 
of Indian policy since the mid eighteenth century. Essentially, by way of Termination, the 
goal was for Indian people to give up their tribal identity, which would legally no longer 
exist, and “[conform] to the values and attitudes of mainstream, Anglo-American 
society.”194 Termination, similar to Relocation, was also about putting people were they 
supposedly belonged. Undergirding Termination policy was the hope that Indian people 
would move away from reservation land, which would legally no longer exist, and likely, 
to a more metropolitan area to further assimilate and integrate. For those Indian people 
who, upon tribal Termination, did not relocate, they would no longer be reservation 
Indians, but “Indians” with no formal recognition or rights as such.  
 However, de facto Relocation and voluntary Indian initiated migrations to 
metropolitan areas were underway long before Relocation and Termination became 
official Indian policy.195 Federal and local support for Indian relocation to urban areas 
began to take shape in the 1930s as a response to on-reservation land loss through the 
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process of allotment and by the 1940s a new Indian policy was beginning to take shape. 
In 1948 the inaugural job-placement and Relocation of the Hopi and Navajo was 
underway and by the early 1950s the program was expanded across the United States and 
was available to all members of federally recognized tribes, though it was not formally 
enacted as law until the 1956 Indian Relocation Act.196 American Indians who 
participated in the voluntary Relocation Program, later to coincide with the Adult 
Vocational Training or AVT Program, were provided a one-way bus ticket to a 
designated urban relocation area, including Chicago, Dallas, New York, Los Angeles, 
Chicago, and Oklahoma City.197 The relocated Indian, and sometimes entire families, 
were provided short-term financial support and temporary housing in a rental unit in the 
city, in Chicago this included $10.10 per week for “temporary shelter,” possibly at the 
YMCA.198 Although voluntary, the BIA marketed the relocation program to Indian 
people using images of single-family homes, “with shutters in suburban America,” that 
would work to entice women and families into relocating to cities (Image 3.1).199 This is 
in stark contrast to what they actually received.   
                                                
196 Relocation is more formally known as Public Law 959 or the Adult Vocational Training Program 
(AVTP). 
197 The Relocation Program was formally adopted as policy and expanded to include the AVTP in 1956. 
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198 Chicago Field Employment Assistance Office. Records on Employment Assistance, 1951-1958. 
National Archives, Chicago. Folder 1, Placement Statistical Report, February 1952. 
199 Donald Fixico, The Urban Indian Experience in America (Albuquerque: New Mexico, 2000), 13.   
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Image 3.1: Relocation promotional material of “suburban” style home200 
 Government housing reports from Minneapolis describe the semi-permanent 
rental units relocated families occupied as often over-crowded, accommodating extended 
family, were in disrepair – both inside and out, lacked adequate plumbing and electrical 
features, and were more often than not, over priced.201 According to a 1947 report out of 
Minnesota, “recent migrants to the cities were crowded into homes in blighted areas” and 
“in at least one instance the multiple structure into which families have moved have been 
condemned.”202 As Donald Fixico points out in his examination of urban Indians, 
although “[government] officials envisioned relocation as a reform effort to assist 
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American Indians in finding jobs and housing . . . it was again Indian removal like in the 
1830s.”203 While Relocation was portrayed as an opportunity, in reality it was extremely 
unsuccessful in its goal to permanently relocate Indians to urban areas. Of all the 
relocated Indians across the country, conservative estimates claim that 30% would return 
to the reservation while others suggest the return rate was actually closer to 60%.204  
 The historic legacies of the Relocation program as a targeted housing policy are 
easily observed today in the concentrated urban Indian neighborhoods that dot the cities 
Indians were encouraged to move to, including Minneapolis. Most urban Indians in 
Minneapolis today continue to rent and have little chance of home ownership. As noted 
on the opening page of an April 2014 report by the Institute on Metropolitan Opportunity, 
“toxic subprime loans were deeply embedded in the mortgage market in the Twin Cities 
and were highly targeted towards communities of color.” The same report goes on to 
examine the low rates of home ownership in the Phillips neighborhood, a largely 
American Indian community.205 It cannot be ignored that the individuals and families 
who were able to benefit from federal housing programs and polices of the postwar era, 
namely FHA programs and the GI Bill, have been able to continuously reap generational 
advantages. These benefits take the shape of upward mobility - including home equity, 
suburban schools that generally draw on a larger tax base with “more desirable” teachers 
and facilities, as well as the stability in housing homeownership provides, something 
urban Indians who participated in the Relocation program did not have access to.  
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Relocation and the Surveillance of Relocatees 
When American Indian people participated in the voluntary Relocation program, they 
also unwittingly agreed to a certain about of government surveillance. As I contend, this 
surveillance came in the form of detailed questions on the application for Relocation 
assistance and later, through home visits. The questions asked on Relocation applications 
ranged from general questions about age, sex, and education, to more detailed questions 
pertaining to military involvement, marital status, children, and arrest records. Yet the 
most problematic and invasive questions probed each individual’s medical records, men 
and women, detailing their physical and mental health as well as in-depth health histories 
of any children who would participate in Relocation with their adult parent(s). Further, 
the application process scrutinized family histories, with close attention paid to 
interfamily dynamics and reputation. I contend that these applications, recorded and 
maintained by the Bureau of Indian Affairs were a way to maintain a level of authority 
over Indian people. Furthermore, the process of applying for Relocation and the ensuing 
home visits were a direct response to the stated goals of Termination - a way to 
encourage postwar and Cold War era ideals of family and domesticity upon Indian people 
in order to finally (and fully) assimilate them during the Relocation process.  
 The notion of surveillance of Indian bodies is not new; rather it is part and parcel 
of the longer history of assimilatory efforts and the efforts of the Bureau of Indian 
Affairs. In her book, Cathleen D. Cahill states, “[p]olicy makers sought to transform 
Native peoples’ intimate, familial ties by creating a new set of relationships between the 
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nation’s Indian ‘wards’ and government employees – the ‘federal fathers and mother’.”206 
The surveillance of Indian people has perhaps been most obvious at boarding schools 
where school administrators worked to condition Indian children to lose their Indian ways 
and adopt Euro-American ideals of dress, mannerisms, education, and language. 
However, early missionaries who chronicled the lives of Indian people, providing some 
of our greatest archival collections today, carried out monitored surveillance of behavior. 
Scholars such as Brenda Child and K. Tsianina Lomawaima have demonstrated the 
pervasive ways in which boarding schools, including the detailed records maintained by 
the schools, detailed the daily lives of Indian students in the name of assimilation.207 In 
Child’s more recent book, My Grandfather’s Knocking Sticks: Ojibwe Family Life and 
Labor on the Reservations, she reminds us that, “labor history is a perfect site for 
surveillance under which residents of Indian reservations lived in the early twentieth 
century.”208 This form of observation and record keeping carried over into other aspects 
of Indian peoples’ lives throughout the twentieth century, particularly during the Cold 
War. As the heightened fear of difference and “perversion” became increasingly linked to 
Communism, government surveillance of Indian people so too increased. The very 
domesticity that was encouraged and widely demonstrated in promotional images, on 
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television shows, and in women’s magazines throughout the 1950s was also tied to the 
expectation of men, women, and families who participated in Relocation.209    
 
Image 3.2: Relocation promotional material of Indians in suburban Chicago210 
 The application for Relocation assistance provided perhaps the first glimpse into 
the degree of surveillance and ensuing expectations relocatees would go on to face, even 
if unaware. Among the first questions asked on the application are “religious affiliation” 
(with regular or sporadic attendance immediately designated as options to check) and 
“degree of Indian blood.” The application goes on to request an itemized accounting of 
all personal belongings, including those that will remain on the reservation and those that 
the individual/family will take with them upon Relocation, along with the value of each 
item. Revealingly, the application requests that Relocation officers indicate the “general 
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    152 
appraisal of individual and/or family group with detailed information on items not 
otherwise covered.” This “detailed” information often included a brief synopsis of the 
individual or family’s history, their appearance, their skill set, any arrest record, and their 
potential ability to successfully adjust to the city, based on the opinion of the Relocation 
officer.  
 When Fred Wilkins and his family, Fond du Lac Ojibwe, sought Relocation to 
California in 1959, they were described in detail on application materials as, “an 
excellent family unit. They are very neat in personal appearance and converse 
intelligently. Their past record would indicate that they should experience no problem in 
adjusting to their new community.” Similarly, Mr. Howard Lawson and his family are 
described as “neat appearing; they converse easily. They are both extremely fond and 
proud of their baby daughter” in his October 1959 Relocation application. Further, Mr. 
and Mrs. Lawson are expected to be a “successful relocation unit.” In contrast, the 1956 
Relocation application of Joseph Whitehawk, Dakota from the Prairie Island Indian 
Community, describes his drinking and “trouble with self-confidence.” Remarkably, the 
application also notes that he “has a long way to go in learning to compete with general 
public, but this is not unusual considering the majority of the Prairie Island group.” Each 
of these statements taken from individual Relocation records demonstrate the attention 
paid to Indians’ behavior, dress, use of language, and more significantly, provides critical 
commentary about society expectations and markers of “success.” Further, this sort of 
surveillance of mannerisms on Relocation application materials, a judgment made by a 
single Relocation officer, make obvious the aims of the program – to reproduce a certain 
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type of American from the presumed docile Indian bodies they were working with while 
simultaneously cataloguing and documenting these changes along the way.211   
 Once Indian people arrived to their Relocation destination the surveillance did not 
end, rather, it intensified. Relocatees were expected to regularly check in with their 
assigned Relocation officers in their destination city, to notify and update their 
Relocation officer of their employment status (appointments, layoffs, firings, hires, etc.), 
and to keep the Relocation office abreast of their living situation. Eventually, for those 
who remained in contact with Relocation officials, this also entailed home visits. Before 
Mr. Bowers was able to arrange for his family from White Earth to join him in 
Minneapolis, he was required to secure employment and “suitable housing.” Upon Mr. 
and Mrs. Lawson’s arrival in suburban Huntington Park, California, they interviewed for 
a “Home Counselor’s Report” in May 1960. The report, conducted by George M. 
Felshaw, Field Relocation Officer, states that their  
apartment is located in one of the nicer residential areas in Los Angeles and rents 
for $65.00 per month plus utilities…Mrs. Lawson is a very fine housekeeper and 
she expresses her appreciations for the help given them through the relocation 
services…They recently bought a used television set; however, it was not working 
as it needs a tube. Watching TV was all their recreation amounted to at the time of 
the visit; however, they indicated after they get to know the area better they will 
get out more often…the family appears very conscientious and it is assumed they 
will have no problems in adapting themselves to city life.212 
 
Later, at the time of their “Six-Month Final Report” in October 1960, the Lawson family 
had moved. The family seems to exceed the expectations of the Relocation officer: 
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On this final visit to the Lawson home, they were well, happy, and progressing 
very nicely. Mr. Lawson is very well pleased with his job and is earning $2.22 per 
hour now. Mrs. Lawson is taking a correspondence course in Dental Assistance 
which she is finding very interesting. The course is covered in twelve months and 
costs $140 total. The school also has a placement service when a student 
finishes…the family like their neighbors very much and were invited to 
accompany them to the Pomona Fair, Lincoln Park and beaches this summer, 
which they did…they are continuing to pay $11.00 per month on a bill at home 
and also have been saving a little money for a down payment on a car. Mr. 
Lawson’s boss is going to help him select the car to be sure he makes a ‘good 
buy’…there seem to be no problems. The family is very enthusiastic about his 
area so have been able to adjust to their community easily.213 
 
For the Lawson family, who were viewed as a potentially “successful relocation unit” and 
who seemed to be “adjusting” to their new Relocation environment, government 
surveillance may not be so obvious. However, numerous records circulated back and 
forth between the Relocation office in Los Angeles and the Minnesota Agency at Bemidji 
about them, most likely without their knowledge. Similarly, for hundreds and thousands 
of other Indian relocatees the same applications, memos, letters, and home visits served 
as a way for the federal government, and the Bureau of Indian Affairs in particular, to 
monitor the assimilation of Indian people through their everyday, personal lives. As many 
of the records demonstrate, much of this surveillance was done at a workplace, through 
BIA interviews with employers and coworker, conducted among neighbors, and with 
members of church parishes. The detailed Relocation records of the Lawson family point 
to the expectations set for Mr. and Mrs. Lawson and other relocatees including such 
private matters as the arrangement of their home, their consumption of goods, and the 
ways in which they were deemed to be successful, including their residence in a suburban 
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area of Los Angeles and their purchase of a television set and an automobile - each 
revealing a particular standard for domesticity during this timer period.   
  The experience with Relocation and surveillance was similar for another 
Minnesota Ojibwe family from Cass Lake. In July 1961 Elliot Carver applied for a 
“repeat” Relocation request. Carver, who was married with two children, had served in 
both the Navy and Army. Having previously relocated to Los Angeles, the Carvers were 
forced to return to their reservation in northern Minnesota after an illness in the family. 
While temporarily in Minnesota, the Relocation officer noted that, “they are presently 
living in a tiny one room house which has no cooking facilities…they are becoming very 
discouraged as Elliot has been able to obtain only short term employment and it was also 
necessary for them to resort to welfare assistance during winter months. This is a very 
nice family and we feel a second relocation is justified and that they are deserving of this 
chance.”214  In this brief passage, the presumed postwar ideals of domesticity and housing 
are clearly at play. The family is living in a “tiny one room house” forced to take dinners 
with Mrs. Carver’s parents.    
  By 1961, the situation has turned for the Carvers, who were approved for 
Relocation and were living in suburban Hawthorne, California by October 1961. The 
“30-Day Report/Home Counselor’s Report” describes the Carver’s “very modest two-
bedroom house” as “unfurninshed” with a “very large yard.” When the Relocation officer 
inquires about the family’s finances, Mr. Carver reveals that “they have been unable to 
put aside any portion of his wages into a savings account; however, they have been able 
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to save enough money required for their rent and incidental expenses, such as utilities.” 
The Relocation officer goes on to state that they were  
counseled on the advisability of saving a reasonable proportion of their income 
for emergencies. The children attend York Grade School which is one block from 
their residence. [Both children] have made new friends and seem extremely happy 
in their new surroundings…[Mrs. Carver] is a good homemaker and the home 
was neatly arranged and very clean…the Carvers attend St. Joseph Catholic 
Church regularly which is only three blocks from their home…for recreation, they 
have been visiting relatives and attending movies. They have no television, but 
fully intend to purchase a used T.V. when they are able to set aside money to pay 
cash…The Carvers display an earnest desire to make a success of their second 
relocation attempt and with continued employment, there is no reason why they 
will not make a successful adjustment.215 
 
Just as the Lawson’s were deemed successful based on their accumulation of household 
goods and residence in a suburban neighborhood, so were the Carvers. Each family was 
judged on how their home was kept up (in both cases the upkeep of the home is described 
as the responsibility of the wife), whether or not they had or intended to purchase a 
television set, their outward appearance, their community engagement, and their financial 
situation. For the Carvers, and many other families who participated in Relocation, their 
church attendance is also noted as a point of success and adaptation. In the final six 
month report for the Carvers, the Relocation officer points out that they finally purchased 
a “1954 Mercury,” they continue to attend church regularly, the children “receive 
favorable reports from their school,” and that the family appears to “understand the 
desirability of accruing funds to meet emergencies.” Most significantly the report, and 
case file, closes with, “They are alert and capable and appear to be able to get along 
                                                
215 Department of the Interior. Bureau of Indian Affairs. Minneapolis Area Office. Minnesota Agency 
National Archives at Kansas City. Record Group 75, Series 5. 
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without assistance from the office.” Perhaps this is the degree of assimilation and 
adaptation the Relocation program had long envisioned.      
Conclusion 
As numerous scholars have argued, FHA loan programs were strategically designed to 
foster suburban development while mass-home construction firms benefited from the 
federal support that guaranteed low-interest rates to individual buyers, taking much of the 
financial fears out of buying. Suburbs, envisioned as the “new frontier,” were defined by 
home ownership and were widely promoted by a growing body of real-estate 
developers.216 However, in the postwar age of prosperity and suburbanization, not all 
people were allowed participation. While the polices and programs of the FHA promoted 
an idyllic (white) suburban America, Relocation prompted a new generation of short-term 
urban residence in the least desirable rental units for American Indians.  In the 
government’s efforts to avoid financial crisis after the Great Depression and worked to 
promote the growth of capitalism in the wake of World War II, Indian people continued 
to be viewed along racial lines. Federal housing policies specifically contributed to white 
suburbanization, while preventing Indian people from residing in these same areas. 
Relocation policy did not consider suburbs as residential options for Indian people. The 
contrasting policies of the FHA and Relocation during the same political time are 
astounding. As Kenneth Jackson discusses, the impacts of FHA mortgage funding after 
World War II as “[hastening] the decay of inner-city neighborhoods by stripping them of 
much of their middle-class constituency” and contributing to the “neglect of core cities,” 
                                                
216 Michael J. Bennett, When Dreams Came True: The GI Bill and the Making of Modern America (Dulles, 
Virginia: Potomac Books, 1999), 24. 
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these were the precise areas Indians were placed during Relocation.217 Though the 
government viewed Relocation as a tool to allow Indian people to leave reservations and 
to assimilate into white society, many were never given the opportunity to move to the 
suburban areas whites flocked to in the postwar environment. Instead, Indian people were 
encouraged and supported by the federal government to move into urban areas, areas in 
certain cases that were designated as “urban slums” needing “revitalization.” Donald 
Fixico notes that Indian Relocation was less about opportunity and more about control 
and containment, directly opposite the goals of the GI Bill.218 The work of making 
suburbs into predominately white places after World War II entailed the active disregard 
of people of color and lower-income people, including American Indians in federal 
housing and Indian policies. Using postwar suburbanization as an example of a relatively 
new form of long-term, white “settlement,” Indians have again been erased by the 
dramatic increase of non-Natives in the suburban housing boom.219    
Though Relocation must be examined alongside other forms of residential 
discrimination in the postwar era, including historically entrenched Jim Crow laws, 
white-flight, and redlining, Relocation is inherently different because it was an Indian 
specific housing policy. Due to American Indian peoples’ history of treaty making with 
the federal government, Indian people have a distinct political and legal relationship with 
the federal government, a space no other race or ethnic group occupies.220 I follow the 
                                                
217 Jackson, Crabgrass Frontier, 206. 
218 Donald L. Fixico, The Urban Indian Experience in America (Albuquerque: University of New Mexico 
Press, 2000). 
219 For more about the erasure and replacement of Indian place histories see Coll Thrush, Native Seattle.	
220 David E. Wilkins and K. Tsianina Lomawaima, Uneven Ground: American Indian Sovereignty and 
Federal Law (Norman, Oklahoma: University of Oklahoma Press, 2001), 5-9. 
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lead of legal scholar Virginia Davis, then, to demonstrate how Relocation follows from 
the historic obligations of the federal government to Indian people.221 It is in this vein that 
I view Relocation as a racialized housing people meant to deter Indian people away from 
suburbs and reservations and into urban areas through federal Indian policy that largely 
remained out of the purview of federal housing policy. Though numerous scholars have 
examined African American suburbanization and low-income persons access to suburbia 
at mid-century, creating a valuable body of scholarship on postwar suburbanization and 
race relations, the interaction between the federal government and Indian people, via 
Relocation, is inherently different, and must be recognized as such.222 Relocation policy 
was crafted and carried out through the Bureau of Indian Affairs, not the Housing and 
Home Finance Agency as other housing policies and programs were.223  
                                                
221 Virginia Davis, “A Discovery of Sorts: Reexamining the Origins of the Federal Indian Housing 
Obligation,” Harvard BlackLetter Law Journal Volume 18, (Spring 2002). 
222 See David M.P. Freund, Colored Property: State Policy and White Racial Politics in Suburban America 
(Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 2010), Arnold R. Hirsch, Making the Second Ghetto: Race and 
Housing in Chicago, 1940-1960 (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2009) see also Arnold R. Hirsch, 
“Less than Plessy: The Inner City, Suburbs, and State-Sanctioned Residential Segregation in the Age of 
Brown,” in The New Suburban History, ed. Kevin M. Kruse and Thomas J. Sugrue (Chicago: University of 
Chicago Press, 2006), Kenneth T. Jackson, Crabgrass Frontier: The Suburbanization of the United States 
(New York: Oxford University Press, 1987), James W. Loewen, Sundown Towns: A Hidden Dimension of 
American Racism (New York: Touchstone, 2005), Becky M. Nicolaides, My Blue Heaven: Life and 
Politics in the Working-Class Suburbs of Los Angeles, 1920-1965 (Chicago: The University of Chicago 
Press, 2002), Elaine Tyler May, Homeward Bound: American Families in the Cold War Era (New York: 
Basic Books, 2008), Robert O. Self, American Babylon: Race and the Struggle for Postwar Oakland 
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2003), Preston H. Smith, Racial Democracy and the Black 
Metropolis: Housing Policy in Postwar Chicago (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 2012), 
Thomas J. Sugrue, The Origins of the Urban Crisis: Race and Inequality in Postwar Detroit (Princeton: 
Princeton University Press, 2005), Andrew Wiese, Places of Their Own: African American 
Suburbanization in the Twentieth Century (Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 2005), see also 
“‘The House I Lived In’: Race, Class, and African American Suburban Dreams in the Postwar United 
States,” in The New Suburban History, ed. Kevin M. Kruse and Thomas J. Sugrue (Chicago: University of 
Chicago Press, 2006). 
223 The Housing and Home Finance Agency was created in 1947 and was eventually superseded in 1965 by 
the Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD).	
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Federal Indian policy at mid-century, when viewed alongside federal housing 
policy of the same postwar era, allows us to understand the choreographed nature of 
suburbanization. Rather than view American Indian people as absent from or invisible in 
suburbs, it must be remembered that they were prevented by both federal Indian policies 
and federal housing policies throughout the mid-twentieth century from moving to new, 
increasingly white, suburban developments and instead were encouraged to move to 
shorter term rental housing in urban areas. The deliberate movement of people, to 
specific residential locations, suburban and urban, becomes clear when the Indian policy 
of Relocation is examined alongside the GI Bill and earlier housing policies of the FHA. 
 The personal narratives of Gerald Owens, Damon James, Stanley Ward, David 
Dowd, and each of their families demonstrate the difficulty many Indian people faced in 
accessing quality housing in the city once they arrived on Relocation. However, more 
significantly, these Indian families, and numerous others, succeeded in locating housing 
in suburbs that was more affordable, spacious, and accessible without the assistance of 
government programs. These stories of American Indian peoples’ active engagement 
with the processes of suburbanization during the mid twentieth century are significant 
because their participation was largely unexpected and unsupported by policy makers. 
American Indians pushed past numerous barriers, including racism, to access suburbia. 
Though the goals of the Relocation were hinged on assimilation and integrations, the 
logistics of the program predisposed it to failure. However, the American Indian 
Relocation program opened the door for an unknown number of relocatees to take 
advantage of and adapted the program to fit their needs and their goals. This often 
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included access to a middle-class lifestyle in the suburbs. The Twin Cities, and 
Minnesota more broadly, are microcosms of other metropolitan areas and states around 
the country, and serve as a testament to the survivance of the Indian people in suburbs. 
Often, Indian people faced policies that sought to prevent such moves. However, as 
Susan Power, a Dakota woman who was born on the Standing Rock Reservation in South 
Dakota and Relocated to Chicago remarked in her interview for the Chicago American 
Indian Oral History Project, “We all know there never was a government program 
designed to make us independent or successful. We must do this ourselves and here in the 
cities we have more of a chance.”  
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Chapter 4 
Indian Homes and Indian Loans: Minnesota’s Suburban Indians, 1980-2010 
 
“I felt persecuted by history, tortured by fate. I wanted it all to be one thing or the other. I 
hated being half-white and half-Indian. We were the only Comanches in a white suburb, 
and even the white suburbs was unsatisfyingly lame.”224 
 
Introduction 
In the fall of 2013 the Jabs family moved into their long awaited and newly built home in 
Elk River, Minnesota.225 The Jabs were fully involved in the design, layout, and 
construction of their “forever” home, all three bedrooms, two baths, attached three-car 
garage, and intentionally unfinished basement of it in a newly platted development. The 
family carefully chose Elk River, a northern suburb of Minneapolis, nestled alongside the 
Mississippi River, a place of recent redevelopment and population growth, for its easy 
access to the Twin Cities, its affordability and schools, as well as for future marketability. 
The Jabs family is only one of the increasing numbers of American Indian individuals 
and families who have moved into suburbs, both in Minnesota and across the nation. By 
2000, 27 percent of all American Indian people who lived in Minnesota lived in a suburb 
of Minneapolis or St. Paul.226 This is a dramatic increase from 1980 and 1990 when only 
                                                
224 Paul Chaat Smith, Everything You Know About Indians is Wrong (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota 
Press, 2009), 166. 
225 I use Jabs as a pseudonym I use to protect the identity of the family discussed throughout this 
dissertation.  
226 This includes American Indian people who identified on census materials both exclusively as American 
Indian and those who identified as American Indian in combination with one or more races. 19% of 
individuals who identified as American Indian alone lived in a suburb while 36% of those who identified as 
American Indian in combination with one or more races lived in suburb in Minnesota.  
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14 percent of Minnesota’s American Indian people lived in a suburb of the Twin 
Cities.227  
 The family of four, including two elementary-age children, who hope to have a 
dog in the near future, seem to be typical of any other suburban family in the Twin Cities. 
However, the Jabs are set apart from the vast majority, and certainly all of their 
neighbors, in the suburb that was over 93 percent white at the time of the 2010 census.228 
The Jabs built and purchased their home using the Section 184 Indian Home Loan 
Guarantee Program (IHLGP). The Section 184 Indian Home Loan Guarantee Program, 
created in 1992, is nestled under the Housing and Community Development Act, part and 
parcel of the Housing and Urban Development Program (HUD).229 The IHLGP is 
described as a way to promote and increase homeownership for American Indians who 
have historically been viewed as an “underserved” market.230 Mrs. Jabs and her family 
are eligible for the program and entitled to its benefits – a low down payment, low 
interest rates, no requirement for monthly mortgage insurance, “protection from 
predatory lending,” and designated staff of the federal government to work with and 
                                                
227 This represents individuals who identified as exclusively American Indian on census forms. Prior to 
2000, individuals were only able to record one race on census materials. See Methodology section 
beginning on page 170. 
228 U.S. Census, American Fact Finder, http://www.census.gov/quickfacts/table/PST045215/2718674 
(accessed March 1, 2016). White includes “a person having origins in any of the original peoples of 
Europe, the Middle East, or North Africa. It includes people who indicate their race as “White” or report 
entries such as Irish, German, Italian, Lebanese, Arab, Moroccan, or Caucasian.” 
229 Throughout this chapter I use IHLGP and Section 184 program interchangeably. 
230 In addition to individual members of federally recognized American Indian tribes, Native Alaskans, 
Alaskan Villages, Tribes, or Tribally Designated Housing Entities are also eligible for the Section 184 
Indian Home Loan Program. See 
http://portal.hud.gov/hudportal/HUD?src=/program_offices/public_indian_housing/ih/homeownership/184 
(accessed January 16, 2016). 
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administer the loan guarantee program, because she is an enrolled member of a federally 
recognized tribe.231 
 In this chapter I contend that suburban Indians are a distinct and significant group 
legally, socioeconomically, and racially. These American Indian people, who are 
suburbanites based on their residential location, are dissimilar from their indigenous 
counterparts in urban areas and from those who live on reservations in rural places based 
on key socioeconomic markers, and as I demonstrate in this chapter’s conclusion, in 
terms of the way they identify on census materials. Further, suburban Indians must be 
recognized as separate from non-Native suburbanites because of their unique and lengthy 
histories associated with place, including Elk River, places that are simultaneously Indian 
places – with lengthy Indian histories, and suburban spaces.232 More, American Indian 
people remain legally and politically distinct from non-Natives because of their history of 
treaty making with the federal government, the only racial group to do so. This is 
significant because today, many Indian people are able to access education and housing 
programs that are based on, and guaranteed in, treaties that were made over one hundred 
and fifty years ago, legally binding contracts that continue to obligate the federal 
government to provide specific services to American Indian people. Today’s suburban 
Indians are distinct because they do not fit within the binaries of urban-reservation or 
black-white, and instead push scholars, policy makers, and even local area residents to 
reconsider what it means to be an Indian person in a suburb and vice versa – what 
suburbs mean for all people, particularly for Indian people. Further, as this research 
                                                
231http://portal.hud.gov/hudportal/HUD?src=/program_offices/public_indian_housing/ih/homeownership/1
84 (Accessed February 1, 2016). 
232 See Chapter One. 
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reveals, suburban Indians force us to consider the significant of homeownership, 
including the ways in which American Indian access to homeownership must be 
improved.  
 The Jabs were able to finance the construction of their new home, situated on a 
one-half acre lot, with the Indian Home Loan Guarantee Program (IHLGP). In this 
chapter I argue the IHLGP marks a clear shift in government housing programs for 
American Indian people – from those focused exclusively on on-reservation Indian 
people to one that allowed for much needed off-reservation homeownership and 
accompanying landownership opportunities. Further, in this chapter I argue that 
American Indian housing programs, specifically those enacted since the Relocation 
program, including the IHLGP, stem from the historic treaty making processes that 
occurred between individual tribal nations and the federal government throughout the 
eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. Therefore, the IHLGP program is significant in that 
it remains the first and only federally administered home loan program for Indian people 
who live outside of reservation boundaries. The IHLGP was crafted to address the 
historic and ongoing discrimination and inequality in the housing market that has 
prevented American Indian people, particularly those living off-reservation, from 
attaining homeownership. Thus, my examination of homeownership between the years 
1980 and 2010 in suburban, urban, and rural locations across Minnesota reveals that 
suburban American Indian are increasingly more likely to achieve homeownership than 
urban or rural/reservation Indians despite factors that often worked against them, factors 
that include a lack of access to housing programs. Therefore, suburban Indians are all the 
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more remarkable precisely because of the lack of off-reservation housing assistance for 
Indian people that did not exist until recently. Further, I combine this policy critique with 
population and socioeconomic data from the U.S. Census to argue that the resources of 
the late nineteenth to early twentieth centuries including improved educational 
opportunities, steady and better paying employment, and housing programs have directly 
influenced Indian peoples move to suburban areas.  
 Though the suburban Indian population has long existed in Minnesota and has 
recently shown a population increase, I offer urban and rural (often reservation) Indians 
as key demographic groups to compare alongside suburban Indians in terms of 
homeownership rates and key socioeconomic markers that include education and 
employment.233 In 1990, just over one-half of Minnesota’s Indian people lived in rural 
areas; this includes many Indian people who resided within one of the state’s federally 
recognized reservation communities. During the same year, 34 percent of the state’s 
Indian people lived in the urban centers of Minneapolis or St. Paul.  Since 1990, the 
percent of Indian people living in Minneapolis or St. Paul has been cut in half, reduced to 
17 percent by 2010, though the rural population of American Indians in the state has 
remained sizeable. In 2010, 41 percent of all Indian people lived in a rural area; most of 
these people live on a reservation.234 Most importantly here, however, since at least 1980 
the suburban American Indian population has gradually increased while the urban Indian 
population has steadily decreased, and since 1990, the rural American Indian population 
                                                
233 For a comparison of American Indians and blacks and whites see the Conclusion. 
234 This figure includes both single-race American Indians and multiple-race American Indians. 74 percent 
of the rural areas within the state (based on Public Use Microdata Area, geographic units used by the 
census) touch or border a reservation. 
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has also decreased (Figure 4.1). In this way, these data seem to suggest that as the Indian 
people move out of urban areas, specifically out of Minneapolis and St. Paul, they are 
literally moving into suburban communities around the Twin Cities.235  
 
Figure 4.1236 
 Similar to many suburban Indians, Mrs. Jabs is an enrolled tribal member of a 
tribe that is located outside of Minnesota. In 2010, nearly 44 percent of American Indian 
people in Minnesota who lived in the suburbs around Minneapolis and St. Paul self-
identified as Ojibwe and 14 percent identified as Dakota.237 Since Minnesota is the 
traditional and historic homeland to the Dakota and Ojibwe people, this is somewhat 
expected, as both tribal groups have retained strong cultural ties to place. Perhaps 
surprising though, the suburban Indians who reside throughout the Twin Cities have 
much more diverse tribal backgrounds and identities as compared to Minnesota’s urban 
                                                
235 It is also possible that some Indian people are moving out of state, but that seems unlikely since the 
suburban Indian population is simultaneously increasing. It is also possible that Indian people in suburbs 
are increasingly identifying as American Indian, though that does not account for the decline in the urban 
and/or rural Indian population in the state. 
236 For years 2000 and 2010 I include all persons who identified as single-race American Indian and 
multiple-race American Indian (years 1980 and 1990 are years when individuals were only able to identify 
as one single race).	
237 Represented as “Chippewa” and “Sioux” on census materials and in Figure 4.2. 
    168 
and rural/reservation Indians. This is significant because it demonstrates a certain level of 
social and human mobility of Indian people from across the U.S. who reside in Twin 
Cities suburban communities. It is this tribal diversity of suburban Indians that forces us 
to consider the numerous factors that undergird suburban residency – many of which are 
directly tied to socioeconomic status, as I discuss later. At the time of the 2010 census, 
Minnesota’s suburban Indians variously identified as Alaska Native tribes including 
Tlingit, but also came from such diverse tribes as Blackfoot, Cherokee, Iroquois, 
Comanche, Crow, Menominee, Navajo, and Choctaw in addition to Chippewa and Sioux, 
tribes with traditional land bases in Minnesota (Figure 4.2). 
 
Figure 4.2238 
 Since the time of the 1980 census, a marked growth in the suburban American 
Indian population has occurred. After I describe my methods, in this chapter I trace the 
history of American Indian housing polices since the Relocation era. In doing so, I argue 
                                                
238 This chart displays tribal names used by the U.S. Census Bureau and includes only those American 
Indians who identified as single-race American Indians alone, not in combination with or more races. I 
have also combined several tribal affiliations by region for those tribes whose population makes up a very 
small percent. “Chippewa” and “Sioux” are inclusive of those tribal groups who identify Minnesota has 
part of their traditional homeland.  
    169 
that despite a recent growth in the suburban Indian population, federal polices have 
actually worked in opposition to homeownership opportunities for American Indian 
people who desire to live off-reservation, particularly for Indian people in suburbs. 
Second, I examine the Indian Home Loan Guarantee Program (IHLGP) to demonstrate 
the ways in which it has created new homeownership opportunities for American Indians 
off-reservation. Here I make the case that the requirements of virtually all Indian housing 
programs to live on-reservation highlight the inconsistent nature of federal Indian policy 
simultaneously works (and continues to) push Indian people to “assimilate,” but has 
almost always refrained from offering off-reservation support and services.239 Third, I 
analyze key socioeconomic markers including education, employment, and 
homeownership of American Indians across residential location – suburban, urban, and 
rural/reservation. With these data, I argue that residential place and accompanying 
socioeconomic markers distinguish suburban Indians from urban and rural/reservation 
American Indian people.  In this way I contend that it is also the “resources” of 
education, employment, and homes that serve as a pull factor that influences Indian 
people move to and residency in suburbs.240 
Methodology  
In this chapter I examine rates of American Indian homeownership and economic 
standing using census data from 1980 to 2010, an analysis of American Indian home loan 
programs at the federal and local (i.e. tribal) levels in Minnesota, and a case study of a 
contemporary suburban Indian family to better understand American Indian people who 
                                                
239 See Chapter Three for a discussion of how the Relocation served as an Indian specific housing program 
for an example. 
240 See Chapter Two for a discussion of push and pull factors. 
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live in suburbs today. In order to effectively demonstrate how and why suburban 
American Indians are distinct in terms of socioeconomics, I compare them to rural 
Indians, who often live on-reservation and urban Indians who live in Minneapolis or St. 
Paul. Through an examination of U.S. Census data that focuses on American Indians 
across place and socioeconomic data, including education, employment, and 
homeownership, I reveal the ways in which recent federal Indian and housing policy 
curtailed American Indian suburbanization over the last thirty years but also key 
motivations of American Indians who have been able to move to suburbs, often 
independently of federal-Indian programs.  
 I focus on the years between 1980 and 2010; this allows for an overview of recent 
and current American Indian demographics in Minnesota while highlighting the 
significance of the continuously growing suburban Indian population. A more 
contemporary focus reveals the realities for many of today’s suburban Indians – a 
demographic group that has largely been ignored in contemporary American Indian 
Studies scholarship and scholarship on housing and suburbanization. This sort of analysis 
is not intended to suggest that there is a “better” or “worse” place to live for American 
Indian people; rather, I am able to highlight the ongoing forms of economic colonialism 
Indian people have encountered across residential locations. This focus also allows me to 
underscore the significance of programs like the American Indian Home Loan Guarantee 
Program, programs that are crucial to American Indian economic equality and 
homeownership.  
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 Within this chapter, and throughout my larger dissertation project, I offer 
definitions of suburb/suburban. Here, I define “urban,” “rural,” “Non-Minneapolis/St. 
Paul Major Area,” and “Unable to define.” When using the term “urban” in this chapter, I 
refer explicitly to the cities of Minneapolis and St. Paul. “Suburban,” here is in reference 
exclusively to the seven county metropolitan area that surrounds Minneapolis and St. 
Paul. This includes the entirety of Anoka, Carver, Dakota, Scott, and Washington 
counties. I use the Integrated Public Use Microdata Series (IPUMS) to access a 
representative sample of census records from 1980 to 2010 and to geographically 
distinguish between those who reside in the central cities of Minneapolis and St. Paul 
(urban) from those who reside in the remainders of Hennepin and Ramsey counties 
(suburban).241 Before categorizing areas of the state as rural, I created a fourth group, 
“Non-Minneapolis/St. Paul Major Area.” This includes such places as Rochester, St. 
Cloud, Duluth, and Moorhead – cities that are generally viewed as relatively large 
metropolitan centers, but are located outside of the Twin Cities region. Therefore the 
places I consider “rural” are outside of the urban, suburban, and non-Minneapolis/St. 
Paul major areas. Due to the limitations of census data that protect the privacy of 
individual census respondents, there remains yet another group of people who I am 
unable to definitively classify geographically as belonging to one of the above place-
groups. This relatively small group of people includes those individuals who live within 
                                                
241 Steven Ruggles, Katie Genadek, Ronald Goeken, Josiah Grover, and Matthew Sobek. Integrated Public 
Use Microdata Series: Version 6.0 [Machine-readable database]. Minneapolis: University of Minnesota, 
2015. “[IPUMS-USA] consists of more than fifty high-precision samples of the American population 
drawn from fifteen federal censuses and from the American Community Surveys of 2000-present. . . These 
samples. . . collectively constitute our richest source of quantitative information on long-term changes in 
the American population.” 
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the state of Minnesota, but their geographies are not identifiable with census data and 
IPUMS. This small group falls under the label, “unable to define.”  
 The special case of Shakopee: It is important to point out the Shakopee 
Mdewakanton Sioux Community (SMSC) is located entirely within Scott County. 
Throughout my dissertation I consider Scott County a suburban area, inclusive of the 
SMSC.242 I include the approximate 1,800 acres of trust land the SMSC hold as a 
suburban area because of its proximity to Minneapolis and St. Paul. However, due to the 
small population size of the SMSC, it is literally impossible to separate statistical 
information of tribal members from those of the larger community that surrounds the 
reservation that I access through IPUMS because of data privacy. Therefore, I consider 
this reservation community suburban. The SMSC serves as an important reminder of the 
fact that many Indian people are suburban residents today. More, this Indian community 
is noteworthy because it highlights the significance of place to many indigenous people. 
In this case, despite removal and exile during the nineteenth century, many of the 
Mdewakanton Dakota who have always called Shakopee home, remained in and returned 
to this very area throughout the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, the vary 
area where their descendants continue to reside today. The reclaiming of traditional lands 
                                                
242 Generally the Shakopee Mdewakanton Sioux Community is not viewed as a “reservation” in the more 
traditional sense. This is largely due to the federal government’s abrogation of treaties with the Dakota in 
Minnesota following the U.S.-Dakota War, see Chapter 1. In the 1890s land was re-acquired by for the 
Mdewakanton Dakota in Minnesota. The Shakopee Mdewakanton Sioux Community received was 
formally organized under “federal reservation status” in 1969. See 
http://www.shakopeedakota.org/history.html for more information (accessed February 1, 2016). 
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by the Mdewakanton Dakota, and their eventual economic success, suggests alternative 
ways to think about Indians in general, but suburban Indians in particular.243 
 Since 1960, the federal government has utilized self-enumeration via mailed-out 
census forms.244 Thus, between 1980 and 2010, the years of focus for this chapter, each 
decennial U.S. Census was to be completed beginning on April 1 of the year, recognized 
by many as “Census Day.” All information contained within IPUMS-USA comes directly 
from the census long-forms for the years 1980-2000 and then from the American 
Community Survey (ACS) for subsequent years. The long-form census and the ACS 
contain additional, in-depth questions in regards to population, housing, social, and 
economic information. Approximately 16 percent (one in six households) of the U.S. 
population is mailed an American Community Survey, though the number who complete 
and submit the long-form census is much lower due to non-response.245 Since 2000, the 
U.S. Census Bureau has not used a long-form, instead asking only ten questions on the 
standard short form to be supplemented by the ACS. In 2005, the Census Bureau fully 
implemented the ACS based on continuous statistical collection throughout each year and 
the ACS became “nationally representative.” Each month approximately 250,000 U.S. 
                                                
243 Here I am referring to alternative narratives that work against narratives of on-reservation poverty and 
also the increase of “successful” Indians in suburbs as an accumulation of wealth. See Jessica Cattelino, 
High Stakes: Florida Seminole Gaming and Sovereignty (Durham, North Carolina: Duke University Press, 
2008), Alexandra Harmon, Rich Indians: Native People and the Problem of Wealth in American History 
(Chapel Hill: The University of North Carolina Press, 2010), and Philip J. Deloria, Indians in Unexpected 
Places (Lawrence, Kansas: University Press of Kansas, 2004). 
244 However, the U.S. Census Bureau continues to send out enumerators to very rural places, including 
many reservations.  
245 In most cases when an ACS is not returned, an enumerator is sent to follow up. 
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households receive the ACS, which is used to collect similar data to the previously used 
census long form.246  
 Throughout my dissertation, and in this chapter, I focus on individuals whose 
racial identification on census materials is American Indian. In 1980 and 1990, two 
decennial censuses this chapter centers on, census respondents were asked to choose one 
racial group. For years 2000 and 2010, I have included all individuals who identified as 
single-race American Indian or as multiple-race American Indian (that is American 
Indian in combination with one or more races). Similar to 1980 and 1990, individuals 
who identified as American Indian either alone or in combination with another race, were 
also able to include their “enrolled” or “principal” tribe. Throughout this chapter I do 
distinguish between single and multiple-race American Indians for census years 2000 and 
2010.  
 The U.S. Census changed in several key ways in 2000, specifically in regards to 
its collection and recording of race. For the first time ever, individuals were invited to 
self-identify with one or more racial group(s); previously respondents were asked to 
identify as only one race. This shift requested that individuals who identified as American 
Indian or Alaska Native to “print name of enrolled or principal tribe,” allowing them to 
specify a tribal affiliation. Previously, on the 1980 census, options for race included 
“white,” “black or negro,” “Indian (Amer.)” with the instruction to “print tribe,” as well 
                                                
246 https://www.census.gov/programs-surveys/acs (Accessed February 2, 2016) and Steven Ruggles, J. 
Trent Alexander, Katie Genadek, Ronald Goeken, Matthew B. Schroeder, and Matthew Sobek. Integrated 
Public Use Microdata Series: Version 5.0 [Machine-readable database]. Minneapolis: University of 
Minnesota, 2010.	
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as separate check boxes for “Eskimo” and “Aleut.”247 This changed very little in 1990 
when there were three racial categorical choices for those who variously identified as 
Native, the main difference occurring in the language shift from “Indian (Amer.)” to 
“American Indian.” In 1990, if an individual chose to self-identify as American Indian 
they were then asked to “print the name of the tribe or tribes in which the person is 
enrolled. If the person is not enrolled in a tribe, print the name of the principal tribe.” 
This likely excluded many Native people who view themselves as Alaska Natives 
(besides Eskimo and Aleut) and not as American Indians.248 In 2000, census question six 
asked, “What is this person’s race?” Respondents were then able to select from fifteen 
options including, “American Indian or Alaska Native,” with the instruction to “print 
name of enrolled or principal tribe.” In 2010 the same racial categories were available for 
selection as in 2000.249 
 Finally, throughout this chapter I use the story of the Jabs as a case study from 
which to think about the lives of other American Indian people in the suburbs of 
Minneapolis and St. Paul. The history and experience of this one American Indian family 
                                                
247 Other options for racial identification included, “Japanese,” “Chinese,” “Filipino,” “Korean,” 
“Vietnamese,” “Asian Indian,” “Hawaiian,” “Guamanian,” “Samoan,” and “Other.” 
248 This is important to note because over one-half of the over 560+ tribes federally recognized by the 
federal government are located in Alaska. Therefore, by not allowing for an option to write in a tribal 
affiliation for “Alaska Natives” other than the two provided, the U.S. Census is essentially categorically 
erasing a certain kind of indigenous identity unless Alaska Natives make the cautious decision to identify 
as American Indian so that they may specify a tribal group.  
249 See U.S. Census Bureau, 
https://www.census.gov/history/www/through_the_decades/census_instructions/1990_instructions.html 
(accessed February 1, 2016). On the 1990 census, “Other Asian or Pacific Islander” people were able to 
specify one “group” with which they identify. On the 2000 census, those who identified as “Other Pacific 
Islander,” (i.e. not Native Hawaiian, Guamanian or Chamorro or Samoan, which were designated options to 
choose from) were able to “print race.” The 2010 census allowed for the same Pacific Islander identities as 
in 2000. In 1997 the definition of who counts as American Indian or Alaska Native changed at the federal 
level by the Office of Management and Budget to include people with Central or South American 
indigenous identities (https://www.whitehouse.gov/omb/fedreg_1997standards/, accessed March 1, 2016). 
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offers a clearer picture of a suburban Indian experience today. This family story is part 
narrative, a rhetorical device to tell a more nuanced and accurate history, and part auto-
ethnography, an exploration of my relationship to my research. I have a personal, family 
connection with the Jabs and their family story of suburbanization is not unlike my own. 
As a Native scholar who grew up in and continues to live in a suburb of the Twin Cities, 
it is nearly impossible for me to separate my experiences from the experiences of the 
people I write about. As Ojibwe historian Brenda Child describes in her book, My 
Grandfather’s Knocking Sticks, it has been “challenging for me to connect and 
disentangle the story of my own family from the broader narrative of American Indian 
history” and instead I focus on the “personal lives” of my family in this chapter in 
particular.250 Though we write about very different time periods (she early twentieth 
century) and places (she the Red Lake reservation community in northern Minnesota), 
this research too has helped me fill the “gaps” around my family’s experience as Indian 
people living in the suburbs and the deeply intertwined role of federal Indian policies and 
assimilation efforts. Though the Jabs provide a rhetorical framework to tell a family 
narrative, this chapter is also largely auto-ethnograpy. As Malinda Maynor Lowery points 
out in her book Lumbee Indians in the Jim Crow South, “these vignettes are not strictly 
autobiographical because often I am telling someone else’s story and not my own. 
Rather, I have examined my own place in my family and culture and deployed stories,” 
or in my case, experiences based on place. Like Lowery, I “interrogate the documentary 
                                                
250 Brenda J. Child, My Grandfather’s Knocking Sticks: Ojibwe Family Life and Labor on the Reservation 
(St. Paul: Minnesota Historical Society Press, 2014), 9-10. 
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record” to better understand the creation of the IHLGP and how it has influenced 
suburban homeownership for Indian people in suburbs.251    
 Though the Jabs are but one single Native family in a suburb of the Twin Cities, 
their family story, and my own, are significant. Despite the recent growth of scholarship 
on urban indigenous peoples in American Indian and Indigenous Studies, suburban 
Indians have remained remarkably absent. The narrative I have woven together here, an 
experience inextricably linked to more broad and contemporary federal Indian policies 
and federal housing programs are what define the importance of this family history to a 
larger audience. The “recentness” of suburbanization and suburban Indians helps to 
explain the dire lack of research on archival materials on Indian people in suburbs, this 
includes the ways off-reservation Indian people have experienced housing policies, and 
homeownership in particular. Throughout this chapter I tie the Jabs family story and 
experience to archival materials, forming and shaping a new archive of suburban Indians. 
In particular I examine federal policy and housing programs, in this case the IHLGP, and 
recent U.S. Census data on Indian people in suburbs to better make sense of the 
socioeconomic factors that largely undergird American Indian suburbanization. 
American Indian Housing Policies and Programs 
The Jabs’ home, built with guaranteed funding from the Indian Home Loan Program 
(IHLGP), is but one of the nearly 26,000 IHLGP loans nationwide, including 347 in 
Minnesota, guaranteed by the Program as of Fall 2014. These homes represent well over 
$4 billion that the federal government has guaranteed to American Indian individuals and 
                                                
251 Malinda Maynor Lowery, Lumbee Indians in the Jim Crow South: Race, Identity, & the Making of a 
Nation (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 2010), xvi. 
    178 
federally recognized tribes for home purchase, construction, renovation, and refinance as 
well as the associated immeasurable opportunities for upward mobility through home 
equity and affordable housing. By way of the federal government’s 100 percent guarantee 
of these home loans, the IHLGP encourages private, local banks, and lenders to offer 
home-mortgages to American Indian individuals and tribes, both on and off reservation 
lands, the first federally administered home loan program to do so.252 
 However, the Section 184 Indian Home Loan Program is neither the first, nor the 
sole housing assistance program for Indian people. As legal scholar Virginia Davis has 
argued, the federal government’s intervention into American Indian housing must be 
remembered as starting substantially earlier than is often recognized. I build on Davis’s 
scholarship that contends indigenous land dispossession, removal, and the reservation 
system must all be considered American Indian housing programs and/or policies 
because the aim of such policies was precisely to move Indian people to specific areas of 
which “housing” Indian people became a crucial component and necessary aspect.253 As I 
discuss in Chapter Three, the United States Housing Act of 1937 created the Public 
Housing program to assist low-income families. However, American Indian people living 
on or near tribal areas were largely excluded from the 1937 Act. Government officials 
commonly denied reservation based Indian people and tribal organizations from 
accessing housing assistance programs through public housing provisions, wrongly 
assuming American Indian people were ineligible for and were already benefiting from 
                                                
252http://portal.hud.gov/hudportal/HUD?src=/program_offices/public_indian_housing/ih/homeownership/1
84 (accessed February 1, 2016). 
253 Virginia Davis, “A Discovery of Sorts: Reexamining the Origins of the Federal Indian Housing 
Obligation.” Harvard BlackLetter Law Journal. Volume 18, 2002. See also Chapter Three for more on 
Indian housing policies. 
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other forms of government “entitlement” programs. Though the Housing Act of 1937 did 
allow for a specific provision to “establish low-income housing programs for Indians and 
Alaska Natives,” it was largely ignored, and eventually repealed.254  
 In 1965, the Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) Act created 
HUD as a cabinet-level government agency whose current mission is to “create strong, 
sustainable, inclusive communities and quality affordable homes for all.”255 In 1988, the 
Indian Housing Act created a separate Indian housing program, also for the exclusive 
benefit of lower-income, on-reservation Indian peoples that was distinct and separate 
from public housing.256 The Office for Public and Indian Housing (PIH) falls under the 
HUD umbrella, creating an interesting and lasting link between “public housing” and 
“Indian housing.” Today, the Indian Housing Office of Native American Programs 
(ONAP) is further divided to oversee six Indian housing programs for Indian people that 
include, (1) the Indian Housing Block Grant, (2) the Indian Home Loan Guarantee 
Program (Section 184), (3) the Indian Community Development Block Grant, (4) the 
Native Hawaiian Housing Block Grant, (5) the Native Hawaiian Home Loan Guarantee 
Program (Section 184A), and (6) the Title VI Loan Guarantee Program.257 Each of these 
six programs offer distinct uses and benefits for individual tribes and American Indian 
people but also reveal the complicated bureaucratic web Indian people must face as they 
seek access to housing programs. Whereas most Indian housing programs are intended to 
provide on-reservation housing assistance only, in this chapter I focus exclusively on the 
                                                
254 http://archives.financialservices.house.gov/banking/usha1937.pdf  (accessed February 2016).  
255 http://portal.hud.gov/hudportal/HUD?src=/about/mission (accessed February 1, 2016). 
256 1988 Indian Housing Act, Public Law 100-358 
257 http://portal.hud.gov/hudportal/HUD?src=/program_offices/public_indian_housing/ih (accessed 
February 2016). 
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few housing programs that are designed to assist and were available to Indian people who 
sought homeownership off-reservation. 
 Introduced in 1992 by Representative Harry Gonzalez (D-TX), the Section 184 
IHLGP seeks to address the “underserved” American Indian community that has often 
been ignored, discriminated against, or left out of home loan programs. The official aims 
of the IHLGP stated the following:  
Because of the unique status of Indian lands being held in Trust, Native 
American homeownership has historically been an underserved market. 
Working with an expanding network of private sector and tribal partners, 
the Section 184 Program endeavors to increase access to capital for Native 
Americans and provide private funding opportunities for tribal housing 
agencies with the Section 184 Program. 
To help increase Native access to financing, the Office of Loan Guarantee 
within HUD’s Office of Native American Programs, guarantees the 
Section 184 home mortgage loans made to Native Borrowers. By 
guaranteeing these loans 100%, we encourage Lenders to serve the Native 
Communities. This increases the marketability and value of the Native 
assets and strengthens the financial standing of Native Communities.258 
 
Chronically low levels of homeownership by American Indian peoples are due in large 
part to the legal status of trust land as well as the history of settler colonialism and 
racism. Reservation land, held in trust by the United States government, cannot be used 
as collateral in the event of foreclosure or be mortgaged, because a bank cannot legally 
take trust land back if the mortgager defaults nor, is it “ethical” to sell a home located on 
trust land within a reservation to a non-tribal member. This has prevented many Indian 
people who live on-reservation from accessing a private mortgage for home construction 
or purchase, because banks generally will not insure a loan without a guaranteed form of 
substantial collateral. Therefore, the IHLGP has worked to address this sort of catch-22 
                                                
258http://portal.hud.gov/hudportal/HUD?src=/program_offices/public_indian_housing/ih/homeownership/1
84 (accessed January 23, 2016).  
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by guaranteeing home loans for Indian people who meet required loan approval criteria 
including income and employment verification and thresholds as well as membership in a 
federally recognized tribe.  
 Perhaps more significantly, the IHLGP marked a dramatic shift in the federal 
government’s trust responsibility to house Indian people, on and off reservation.259 The 
IHLGP should be viewed as a strategy of the federal government to address the 
devastation and lasting legacies of over two centuries of federal Indian policies and 
unequal housing programs and policies. The IHLGP has the ability to make 
homeownership a possibility for Indian people whose ancestors were removed from and 
dispossessed of their expansive traditional land bases by guaranteeing home loans for 
Indian people outside of often times isolated reservation communities. However, in order 
to qualify for the IHLGP, you must reside within a designated “Indian area,” a 
designation made by tribal housing authorities. Though the disastrous impacts of 
allotment remain readily felt by many Native people today whose families’ rapidly lost 
title to their land within reservation communities, the IHLGP has the potential to 
reconcile a certain aspect of this land loss by supporting Indian people who choose to 
purchase a home, on or off reservation.260 The IHLGP also works to counteract the 
debilitating inadequacies in housing many urban Indians faced as a result of the 
Relocation program throughout the 1950s, 60s, and 70s as I discuss in Chapter Three. To 
do so, the IHLGP promotes and supports individual and/or family homeownership off 
                                                
259 However, the off-reservation provision of the IHLGP did not begin until 2004. 
260 For more information on allotment and its impact see Mellissa L. Meyer, The White Earth Tragedy: 
Ethnicity and Dispossession at a Minnesota Anishinaabe Reservation, 1889-1920 (Lincoln: University of 
Nebraska Press, 1999). 
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reservation, thereby allowing an individual or family to choose their residential location – 
urban, suburban, or rural – and have access a federally insured home loan. The longevity 
of the loan program itself, in existence now for well over three-decades, has allowed for 
the opportunity of homeownership and its accompanying economic benefits for Indian 
people rather than serving as yet another temporary “fix” for Indian Country and Indian 
people. Finally, the IHLGP works to address many of the racial and/or economic 
discriminations American Indian people have and continue to endure as they seek out 
mortgagers and home loans.261 
 The Section 184 program, designed to guarantee home loans to qualified 
American Indian people, works to address the housing gap felt by non low-income Indian 
people, people who are generally outside of the purview of other public and Indian 
housing programs. According to the 1995 Assessment of American Indian Housing Needs 
and Programs: Final Report, “housing problems of American Indian and Alaska Natives 
remain considerably more severe than those of non-Indians in all parts of America” and a 
significant effort needs to be placed “on attracting private mortgage lending.” The major 
findings of the report also state that “the number of American Indian and Alaska Native 
households at moderate and higher incomes is substantial, and homeownership rates for 
these groups are well below those for non-Indians at the same income levels” (emphasis 
added) and “the housing problems of American Indian and Alaska Native households 
living in [metropolitan and nonmetropolitan] areas are more serious than those of the 
                                                
261 See Chapter Three as well as 
http://portal.hud.gov/hudportal/HUD?src=/program_offices/public_indian_housing/ih/homeownership/184 
(accessed February 1, 2016). 
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general population” (emphasis added).262 Though published in 1995, three years after 
George H.W. Bush signed the Housing and Community Development Act of 1992 into 
law, which included Section 184, not enough time had elapsed for the Assessment to fully 
consider the actions and benefits of the IHLGP.  
 Enrolled members of federally recognized tribes are able to access the 100 
percent-guaranteed home loan program across the entirety of twenty-four states for new 
home construction, home purchase, home rehabilitation, and home refinance.263 
However, this was not always the case. As originally designed and implemented, the 
IHLGP was specifically designed to serve “tribal areas,” those areas that are held in trust 
by the federal government or “within the operating area of an Indian housing authority or 
tribe.” It was not till 2004 that the “Indian area” of the IHLGP was revised to be more 
inclusive. In conjunction with the Native American Housing Assistance and Self-
Determination Act of 1996, the IHLGP was amended to allow for greater flexibility in its 
application and eligible areas, allowing individual Indian tribes to more fully “designate 
an Indian area” and “authority” to administer the IHLGP to tribal members, including 
those who resided off-reservation. Though this was a monumental step forward for 
American Indians seeking homeownership opportunities via the IHLGP and allowed 
                                                
262 Assessment of American Indian Housing Needs and Programs: Final Report August 1995. 
263 These areas are determined by “participating tribes.” The IHLGP may be used anywhere in the 
following states: Alaska, Arizona, California, Colorado, Florida, Idaho, Indiana, Kansas, Maine, 
Massachusetts, Michigan, Minnesota, Montana, Nevada, New Mexico, North Carolina, North Dakota, 
Oklahoma, Oregon, South Carolina, South Dakota, Utah, Washington, and Wisconsin. It may be used in 
select counties in: Alabama, Arkansas, Connecticut, Illinois, Iowa, Louisiana, Missouri, Mississippi, 
Nebraska, New York, Rhode Island, Texas, and Wyoming. Ineligible states include: Delaware, Georgia, 
Kentucky, Maryland, New Hampshire, New Jersey, Ohio, Pennsylvania, Tennessee, West Virginia, 
Vermont, and Virginia. See 
http://portal.hud.gov/hudportal/HUD?src=/program_offices/public_indian_housing/ih/homeownership/184 
for more information (accessed January 23, 2016). 
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tribal nations greater sovereignty through their determination of eligible Indian areas, as I 
discuss in previous chapters, the movement of American Indians to suburbs was already 
well underway.  
 Introduced into Congress in March 1996 by Representative Rick Lazio (D-NY), 
the Native American Housing Assistance and Self-Determination Act (NAHASDA) is 
“an act to provide Federal assistance for Indian tribes in a manner that recognizes the 
right of tribal self-governance, and for other purposes.” An objective of the NAHASDA 
was to “assist and promote affordable housing activities to develop, maintain, and operate 
affordable housing in safe and healthy areas for occupancy by low income Indian 
families.”264 Exceptions to the purposes of the NAHASDA included tribal assistance for 
“homeownership activities” or “loan guarantee activities” to “Indian families who are not 
low-income families . . . because there is a need for housing for such families that cannot 
reasonably be met without such assistance.” The NAHASDA sought to grant greater 
autonomy to tribal authorities in the administration of housing programs, including the 
IHLGP. Additionally the NAHASDA worked to better organize and simplify assistance 
programs to tribal nations and individual Indian people. By consolidating numerous 
housing assistance programs available to tribes, the NAHASDA created the Indian 
Housing Block Grant (IHBG). By allowing for greater tribal authority and self-
determination, tribes benefit from the NAHASDA and the IHBG by providing down 
payment assistance and rental assistance, building new homes and rental units, 
                                                
264 United States Department of Housing and Urban Development Office of Public and Indian Housing, 
February 6, 1999. 
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purchasing homes for ownership and rental, and renovating homes for ownership and 
rental for tribal members. 
 However, the IHLGP and NAHASDA are not without critique from those within 
and outside of the American Indian community. As the Report to the Subcommittee on 
VA, HUD, and Independent Agencies, Committee Appropriations, House of 
Representatives states, “providing housing assistance for Native Americans is 
challenging and costly.” Among the challenges given in the 1997 report is the difficulty 
faced due to the “cultural and geographic environment of tribal areas [differing] from 
mainstream America,” “because there are over 550 separate Indian nations, with unique 
cultures and traditions, not all of these conditions are equally prevalent throughout tribal 
areas, nor do they have a common impact on developing and maintaining housing.”265 
This Report highlights the diversity of tribal nations, on-reservation conditions, and 
proximity to metropolitan areas as challenges that face the government when creating 
Indian specific housing programs and policies. There is not a “one size fits all” approach 
that will successfully work. The NAHASDA was further critiqued by the Report because 
it would “initially increase HUD’s workload.” Federal assistance to tribal nations and 
Indian people has also been critiqued because of the recent successes of tribal nations 
involved in successful gaming enterprises. However, HUD cannot and does not take 
gaming revenue into account when determining a tribe’s need for federal housing 
assistance. As noted in the Report, a tribe has the ability and authority to use its gaming 
revenue in a variety of ways, not only for housing. A tribe must also demonstrate housing 
                                                
265 Report to the Subcommittee on VA, HUD, and Independent Agencies, Committee Appropriations, House 
of Representatives: Native American Housing: Information on HUD’s Housing Programs for Native 
Americans, March 1997: page 9. 
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need for its tribal members to be eligible for housing assistance and generally tribes who 
have been financially successful in gaming (and/or other enterprises) cannot demonstrate 
need required for federal assistance.   
 Since at least the mid nineteenth century, the federal government has been 
directly involved in the removal, relocation, and housing of Indian people by way of both 
treaty obligations and later, federal policies. Attempts by the federal government to 
provide housing and/or housing assistance directly to tribes during the twentieth century 
includes the Snyder Act of 1921, the Indian Housing Program authorized by the Housing 
Act of 1937, the Indian Housing Act of 1988, and the Native American Housing 
Assistance and Self-Determination Act of 1996. Despite these limited efforts by the 
federal government, tribes who used such federally funded resources have been limited to 
the actual ways in which these government funds could be used due to bureaucratic 
oversight in the form of regulations, including restrictions on place – seemingly 
inconsistent with tribal “self-determination.” Nearly all of the funds for Indian housing 
that have been allocated by the federal government to tribal housing authorities have been 
exclusively for use on reservation or trust land.  
 Despite the inconsistent nature of federal housing policies for Indian people and 
their broad lack of applicability for all Indian people, on and off reservation, tribal 
nations across the country have created their own tribal housing programs to help tribal 
citizens. As sovereign nations with economic capital, increasingly as a result of tribal 
gaming and enterprise, tribal nations have led the way in offering housing resources to 
tribal members. Many of the efforts of tribal nations to provide financial assistance to 
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tribal members for housing predate the IHLGP and now, tribes both administer the 
IHLGP and tribal housing resources act as a supplement to it. Take for example, the 
Minnesota Chippewa Tribe’s Finance Corporation (MCTFC) that is able to offer a home 
loan and loan modification program for tribal members. The Minnesota Chippewa 
Tribe’s (MCT) home loan program is designed “to promote the advancement and 
expansion of affordable homeownership programs to Native American member bands of 
the Minnesota Chippewa Tribe” and “to provide mortgage financing for the purchase, 
construction and rehabilitation of single family homes.”266 The MCTFC has provided 
direct funding to tribal members through Community Revitalization Funds (CRV) and 
administers the MCT’s Section 184 home loan program. Significantly, the MCTFC home 
loan and loan modification program (including those it administers as part of the IHLGP) 
allows for off-reservation housing.  
 Minnesota’s tribal nations are not unique in their desire and ability to assist tribal 
members in housing pursuits. The 1995 Assessment of American Indian Housing Needs 
and Programs made note of several tribal housing agencies across the country at work 
prior to the implementation of the IHLGP. Included in this list were the Mississippi 
Choctaw Housing Authority, the Cheyenne River Housing Authority, the Southern Puget 
Sound Housing Authority, the Zuni Tribe, the Pascua Yaqui, and the Housing Assistance 
Council/Northwest Area Foundation Demonstration.267 With the exception of the 
Housing Assistance Council/Northwest Area Foundation Demonstration, each of these 
housing programs are tribe specific and include such housing services for tribal members 
                                                
266 www.mctfc.org (accessed January 13, 2016). 
267 Assessment of American Indian Housing Needs and Programs: Final Report August 1995, 181-186. 
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as placement (rental), general maintenance assistance, drug elimination efforts, advocacy, 
education, and counseling for prospective home owners, funding, and the maintenance of 
tribally owned homes. Many tribe specific housing programs, including several of those 
listed above, are applicable on and off of reservation land for eligible tribal members. As 
these programs attest to, tribal nations have long been providing assistance to American 
Indian people, often in ways the federal government has failed to do.  
Suburbanizing Socioeconomics 
During the five years that led up to the Jabs family’s move into their new, suburban 
home, they had moved a total of four times and lived in three different states. The father, 
and sole supporter of the family, was laid off from his blue-collar manual labor job 
during the height of the “Great Recession” of 2007-2008, a time when many others were 
losing their jobs and many families went into home foreclosure. In an effort to make a 
better life for their family, the Jabs decided to leave their rental home and move out of 
state to allow Mr. Jabs, a non-Native, to attend a one-year training program with 
promises of steady, reliable, and much needed employment. After a second move one 
year later, the family was still renting, this time in a third state. Finally, the family caught 
a break, Mr. Jabs landed a job at a local company in their “native” Minnesota and the 
family was able to return home and to family. Yet after their third move with two young 
children who require space, they were still renting, this time a small, two-room, one-bath, 
and older home.  
 As the Great Recession continued, the requirements and restrictions for home loan 
applications and programs became increasingly stringent. During this time the Jabs took 
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advantage of the little known Indian Home Loan Guarantee Program – and another 
chance to make a better life for their family. Though the Jabs had been living in suburban 
and rural locations prior to their fourth and hopefully final move to suburban Elk River, 
Minnesota, they had always been renters. As single-income, first-time homebuyers in 
their mid-thirties with less than stellar credit, the Jabs knew they would have difficulty 
qualifying for a traditional home loan, especially since they lacked the savings or family 
resources for a substantial down payment. The chance to purchase a new home, with 
convenient access to school for their young children and work for the father, the benefits 
of the IHLGP including guaranteed financing, low-down payment, and low-interest rate, 
was a much needed break for the overworked, tired, yet hopeful Jabs family.   
 The quest to become suburban homeowners for the Jabs, and other American 
Indian people, is directly tied to real and imagined socioeconomic benefits. Using three 
key measures of socioeconomic status – education, employment, and homeownership, I 
argue that American Indian people who live in suburbs have increase access to “upward 
mobility” than their counterparts in urban and rural locations across Minnesota therefore 
also underscoring the significance of homeownership. I pay particular attention to these 
three socioeconomic markers because they are often linked together temporally over 
time; for instance, higher levels of education attainment generally translate to higher rates 
of (better paying) employment and lessen the likelihood of unemployment, and more 
stable employment often translate to higher levels of homeownership. However, each of 
these socioeconomic markers are also directly tied to available resources of each location 
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– urban, suburban, or rural, and the quality of those available resources, specifically 
schools, employment, and housing.  
Education 
Most families generally view education as a pull factor for those who seek a move to or 
across suburban areas; the same can and does hold true for Indian families. When the 
Jabs sought a suburban home, education was a key factor. Mrs. Jabs, who grew up in a 
suburb of Minneapolis, participated in an Indian education program as a K-12 student, 
and sought the same programming/benefits for her young children. Likewise, Mr. and 
Mrs. Jabs both desired a quality school system that incorporated new technologies and 
promised high achievement rates for its students. The Elk River School District, where 
the Jabs’ son and daughter are enrolled at a newly constructed elementary school, offered 
both Indian education program and rigorous academic standards.  
 Elk River Schools are not alone; throughout the seven county Twin Cities metro 
area, many of the 48 school districts, including Minneapolis Public Schools and St. Paul 
Public Schools, operate Indian Education Programs.268 These K-12 programs are 
specifically for American Indian students and their families. These programs, which 
focus on academics and culture through enrichment activities and various support 
systems, can be a major draw for Indian students and families. For Indian families 
moving out of urban areas or leaving rural or reservation communities, metropolitan 
Indian education programs can provide a vital link to culturally relevant learning 
opportunities and act as a liaison between district staff and parents.  
                                                
268 See Introduction to dissertation for more on the history of Indian Education programs and requirements.  
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 The overall education system available in more suburban school districts can also 
be a pull for many Indian families with the means to move. Within the Minneapolis 
Public School system, the overall four-year graduation rate in 2011 was 47 percent. The 
rate for American Indian students in the district was 22 percent, the lowest rate for any 
racial/ethnic group in the district.269 The 2012 graduation rate for American Indian 
students in the St. Paul Public Schools was significantly better at 53 percent, but still 
lower than the overall average of 66 percent for all students combined, and the lowest of 
any racial/ethnic groups.270   
 Nationally, approximately one-third of American Indian students attend schools in 
metropolitan school districts, this is also the case in Minnesota where one-third of all of 
the state’s native students are enrolled in school districts within the seven county metro 
areas.271 Throughout the state of Minnesota there are also four tribally operated schools – 
Circle of Life (White Earth Reservation), Bug-O-Nay-Ge-Shig (Leech Lake 
Reservation), Fond du Lac Ojibwe (Fond du Lac Reservation), and Nay-Ah-Shing (Mille 
Lacs Reservation). Unfortunately, regardless of where an Indian student attends school 
within the state of Minnesota, statistically speaking, less than 50 percent graduate within 
four years, with Minnesota ranking among the lowest in the nation for American Indian 
graduation rates.  
                                                
269 http://www.minneapolisfoundation.org/OneMinneapolis/Home/How/graduatingon-time.aspx (accessed 
January 7, 2016). 
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 The stark figures surrounding education attainment by Indian students, 
particularly in Minnesota, underscores the significance of educational opportunities 
access to education. While education attainment has generally been thought of as a 
precursor to “success,” there are neither clear nor consistent patterns of education 
attainment for American Indian people in Minnesota based on place. For instance, despite 
suburban American Indians’ higher rates of high school completion in 1980 (49 percent), 
these gains were quickly lost by 1990 when suburban, urban, and rural American Indian 
people in the state had nearly the same high school completion rates (36 percent, 37 
percent, and 36 percent, respectively). In 2000, slightly more urban and rural American 
Indian people completed high school than did suburban American Indians. As shown in 
Figure 4.3, suburban Indians would surpass high school completion rates of other 
locational American Indian groups in the state in year 2010. 
 
Figure 4.3272 
 Though there have been similar high school completion rates for American 
Indians, regardless of location, a slight shift in the percent of American Indians entering 
                                                
272 For years 2000 and 2010 I include those who reported their race on census forms as single-race 
American Indians or multiple-race American Indians (years 1980 and 1990 are years when individuals 
were only able to identify as one single race). 
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and completing college can be observed by those residing in suburban locations. Based 
on census data for years 1990 and 2000, more suburban Indians in Minnesota “completed 
some college” than Indian students in urban or rural areas of the state. The completion of 
“some college” by a higher percent of suburban Indians, as displayed in Figure 4.4, 
particularly in years 1990 and 2000, led some suburban Indians to continue their 
education to four full years of college. In 2010, Indian students from rural areas nearly 
matched suburban Indians in their education attainment, and urban Indian students 
followed closely behind both suburban and rural students. American Indians who live in 
suburbs have consistently completed four or more additional years of college than urban 
or rural American Indians in Minnesota, despite similar high school graduation rates for 
1990, 2000, and 2010. Further, these education attainment statistics are particularly 
interesting in regards to access to education. Education attainment rates for rural 
American Indians in Minnesota closely follow, if not match, education rates for urban 
Indians. The bulk of colleges and universities within the state are located within the 
metropolitan area, this underscores the necessary movements of Indian people.  
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Figure 4.4273 
 
Figure 4.5274 
Employment 
Opportunity for employment is a major push factor propelling Indian people to leave 
reservation areas for metropolitan areas. A survey conducted in the early 1990s 
determined that “the primary reason tribal members gave for living off the reservation 
was the necessity of obtaining employment.”275 This sentiment also rang true for the Jabs 
family as they sought a suburban home that would provide a comfortable commute for 
Mr. Jabs, the sole provider for the family. Though the Jabs reside in suburban Elk River 
and Mr. Jabs is employed in another suburb a quick 20-minute drive away, residential 
location played a key role for the family as they sought affordable housing located within 
a good school district and in close to proximity to employment opportunities.  
                                                
273 For years 2000 and 2010 I include those who reported their race on census forms as single-race 
American Indians or multiple-race American Indians (years 1980 and 1990 are years when individuals 
were only able to identify as one single race).	
274 For years 2000 and 2010 I include those who reported their race on census forms as single-race 
American Indians or multiple-race American Indians (years 1980 and 1990 are years when individuals 
were only able to identify as one single race). 
275 Assessment of American Indian Housing Needs and Programs: Final Report August 1995, iv. 
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 According to the Bureau of Labor Statistics, the U.S. unemployment rate for 
individuals age 16 and over began steadily increasing in January 2007, which roughly 
coincides with the beginning of the Great Recession. The national unemployment rate has 
slowly, yet gradually, improved since peaking at nearly 10 percent unemployment in late 
2010.276  However, Minnesota seems to have been affected by the Great Recession 
earlier, with the lowest levels of statewide unemployment (3.9 percent) appearing in May 
and June 2006, then continuously climbing to an 8.3 percent unemployment rate during 
April, May, and June of 2009. Economic recovery, as measured by unemployment levels, 
began sooner in Minnesota as seen by decreasing unemployment levels since mid 2009. 
While these nationwide and statewide trends reveal much about recent economic 
outlooks, I focus on Minnesota’s American Indian population across suburban, urban, 
and rural locations to analyze the links between residential location and employment 
levels. 
 Between 1980 and 2010 the American Indian unemployment rate, for those 
American Indian people living in the suburbs of the Twin Cities, has remained 
consistently and substantially lower than American Indian people living in urban and 
rural locations of Minnesota.277 In contrast, the employment rates for American Indians 
living in the suburbs of Minneapolis and St. Paul have also been consistently higher than 
American Indians living in rural areas or in urban areas, i.e., Minneapolis or St. Paul. The 
statewide employment rate for American Indians in Minnesota was 51 percent in 1980. 
American Indian people in the state’s suburbs were the locational group to exhibit higher 
                                                
276 http://www.bls.gov/eag/eag.us.htm (accessed February 26, 2016). 
277 American Indians age twenty and over. In this chapter “urban” is defined as Minneapolis and St. Paul, 
Minnesota only.	
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rates of employment, at 70 percent. In 2010, American Indians in suburbs were again the 
only location group to have higher employment levels, 64 percent employed, than the 
American Indian statewide rate of 56 percent.   
 
 
 
 
Figure 4.6278 
 
Figure 4.7279 
                                                
278 For years 2000 and 2010 I include those who reported their race on census forms as single-race 
American Indians or multiple-race American Indians (years 1980 and 1990 are years when individuals 
were only able to identify as one single race). 
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 Interestingly, as employment levels began decreasing for suburban Indians in the 
early 2000s, the numbers of individuals “not in the labor force” steadily increased – this 
was only the case for American Indians in suburbs.280 For both urban and rural Indians in 
Minnesota, whose employment levels increased between 1980 and 2000, the “not in the 
labor force” numbers for each place decreased between 1990 and 2000, but increased for 
suburban Indians. Generally, as sustained unemployment levels hold steady or increase, 
there is a rise in the number of individuals considered not in the labor force, as they stop 
actively looking for work. As the “not in the labor force” rate for suburban Indians 
increased between 1990 and 2000 and decreased for urban and rural Indians, we must 
consider the causes. As Figure 4.8 shows, in 2010 there were a comparable number of 
Indian people not in the labor force regardless of location. But when comparing 1990 
numbers with 2010, a dramatic change for suburban Indian people occurred. 
Additionally, what accounted for the decline in those suburban Indians not in the labor 
force between 1980 and 1990? This number remained constant or slightly increased for 
urban and rural Indians, respectively. This opens a series of questions specifically geared 
towards American Indians in suburbs including, why have their unemployment rates been 
considerably lower than their urban and rural counterparts, while the percent considered 
to be not in the labor force are similar in 2000 and 2010? Does this reflect an increasing 
number of suburban Indians who are moving into retirement, which is also considered not 
                                                                                                                                            
279 For years 2000 and 2010 I include those who reported their race on census forms as single-race 
American Indians or multiple-race American Indians (years 1980 and 1990 are years when individuals 
were only able to identify as one single race). 
280 The US census uses the category “not in the labor force” to describe individuals age 16 and over who 
are not classified as members of the labor force. This category includes students, homemakers, retirees, 
seasonal workers not looking for work, institutionalized persons, and those doing unpaid family work. 
Please see www.census.gov for more information.  
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in the labor force, or something else, like a stay-at-home parent? Additionally, where are 
suburban Indian people working, in urban areas to which they are geographically close to 
or in a suburb?  
 
Figure 4.8281 
Homeownership 
Despite the efforts of the federal government, homeownership among American Indian 
people, on and off reservation, remains far behind ownership rates of individuals of other 
race groups nationwide. According to the U.S. census, in 1980 the national rate of 
homeownership was just over 65 percent, inclusive of all residential locations. In the 
same year, suburban American Indians in Minnesota faired just slightly better than the 
overall national average as 69 percent were homeowners, numbers that have not been 
achieved since.282 However, 73 percent of American Indian people in Minneapolis and 
St. Paul (urban Indians) were renters and 29 percent of rural/reservation Indians rented. 
                                                
281 For years 2000 and 2010 I include those who reported their race on census forms as single-race 
American Indians or multiple-race American Indians (years 1980 and 1990 are years when individuals 
were only able to identify as one single race).	
282 In 1979 Moon Landrieu became HUD secretary and inflation hit 19 percent. Then, in 1981 Reagan 
appointed Samuel R. Pierce Jr. as HUD secretary and FHA-insured mortgage rates ballooned to 15.17 
percent. 
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By comparison, in 1980 only 24 percent of suburban Indians in Minnesota rented their 
home or apartment, a stark contrast. Homeownership versus rental status statistics from 
1980 reveals a large discrepancy in rates of homeownership for Indian people across 
Minnesota. Rates of homeownership for American Indian people living within the urban 
cities of Minneapolis and St. Paul have consistently been much lower than Indian people 
in suburbs and Indian people in rural/reservation communities.  
 
Figure 4.9283 
 Rates of homeownership for rural/reservation Indian people in Minnesota have 
followed close behind those of suburban American Indians in the state. Perhaps 
surprising, the outright ownership (mortgage paid in full) of homes by Indian people who 
live in rural/reservation areas when compared to the suburban Twin Cities is quite high 
(Figure 4.10). However, a high rate of outright homeownership for American Indians in 
rural/reservation areas throughout Minnesota can largely be explained by the location of 
                                                
283 For years 2000 and 2010, I include individuals who self-identified as single and multi race American 
Indians (years 1980 and 1990 are years when individuals were only able to identify as one single race). 
These figures are inclusive of those who own their home via mortgage and those who own their homes 
outright. Please see Figure 4.3 for homes owned outright and Figure 4.4 for homes owned via mortgage. 
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the state’s reservation communities, since all but one of the state’s eleven reservations are 
located in rural areas.284 In 2000, 76 percent of the state’s American Indian people who 
lived in a rural area either lived within or directly adjacent to a reservation.285 Although 
many American Indian people struggle to build and/or purchase homes through 
traditional forms of lending off-reservation, as I discuss in the next section, a number of 
tribal nations are able to offer financial support to tribal members for the purchase and/or 
construction of a home on-reservation.  
 High rates of outright homeownership on-reservation must be recognized as one 
of the historic legacies of reservation trust land. Since reservation land is held in trust by 
the federal government, most Indian people who own their homes do not actually own the 
land that the home sits upon, which is generally the case for other, non-Native/off-
reservation homeowners.286 Further, as a result of the recent economic success of tribal 
nations’ gaming efforts, other tribes throughout the country are able to put earned gaming 
revenue back into the tribal community. This often occurs as individual payments to 
tribal members and as much needed investments in affordable housing for tribal 
members. Individual tribal housing organizations, including the Minnesota Chippewa 
Tribe Finance Corporation, are also often able to offer a limited amount of financial 
                                                
284 The Shakopee Mdewakanton Community is widely viewed as suburban. 
285 I was able to analyze this data using the “homeland” variable at the smallest geographic unit available 
for Public Use Microdata Area (PUMA) in IPUMS. PUMAs generally follow county lines and are broken 
up into areas of 100,000 + peoples. Due the low population density, and in an effort to protect 
identity/identifying characteristics, PUMAs are the lowest level of geographic breakdown available in these 
more rural regions.  
286 This, of course, is complicated when you consider the ownership of condos or smaller apartment style 
units in the city. Generally speaking when persons on-reservation own their home, they only own the home 
itself, sometimes passed down from family member to family member, which is much more affordable, per 
se, than off-reservation housing because ownership is construed differently.  
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support to tribal members seeking homeownership.287 As a crucial component of this 
program begun in 1977, the Minnesota Chippewa Tribe Finance Corporation administers 
the IHLGP and provides financing and loan services to eligible members of the 
Minnesota Chippewa Tribe. Each of these factors have directly contributed to the higher 
rates of American Indian homeownership in rural, often reservation communities of 
Minnesota, though these figures can often be misleading. 
 
Figure 4.10288 
  When attention is focused on rates of homeownership via mortgage, 
homeownership rates shift. As Figure 4.11 shows, American Indians who lived in 
suburban areas in 2000 and 2010 were, on average, over 10 percent more likely to own 
their homes than rural/reservation Indians. Both groups were more likely to own their 
homes than urban Indians in the same time period. Not only are American Indian people 
who live in suburbs more likely to be homeowners, they are also much less likely to be 
                                                
287 http://www.mctfc.org/homeloans.html (accessed January 13, 2016). 
288 For years 2000 and 2010, I include individuals who self-identified as single and multi race American 
Indians, in 1990 individuals were only able to identify as one single race.	
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renters than urban Indians. The number of rural/reservation American Indian renters in 
the state has been only marginally higher than suburban Indian renters, likely do to access 
to affordable housing on reservation.  
 
Figure 4.11289 
Conclusion 
When Mrs. Jabs was young and growing up in a suburban community a mere 15 minutes 
from where now resides with her young family, she never pondered the implications of 
being a suburban Indian. Her parents too constructed the suburban home she grew up in 
using the benefits of a tribe specific Indian housing program, before the IHLGP was even 
created. Mrs. Jabs regularly visits her mother, who has since returned to her home 
reservation in California, as well as her sister, who lives nearby in another suburb of the 
Twin Cities. The dynamics of the expanded Jabs family, across reservation and suburban 
residential locations, is at once remarkable, yet not.   
                                                
289 For years 2000 and 2010, I include individuals who self-identified as single and multi race American 
Indians, in 1990 individuals were only asked to identify as one single race. 
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 The mobility of American Indian people today is as strong and alive as it’s ever 
been. This mobility, or movement between suburban, urban, and/or reservation areas has 
regularly been noted as creating “difficulty” when providing assistance to Indian families 
seeking homeownership.290 The mobility of Indian families can be observed in the return 
to the reservation of many Indian people who left a generation prior under the auspices of 
the federal government’s Job Training and Relocation Program or two generations ago at 
the height of the Great Depression. Norman Crooks, one-time chairman of the Shakopee 
Mdewakanton Sioux Community (now deceased) details his family’s migration west, to 
California looking for work before returning to tribal land in Minnesota in 1936. At the 
time, the land where the Shakopee Mdewakanton is now located, was considered “relief 
land,” land that was set aside by the government for Indians friendly to whites during the 
U.S.-Dakota War. Today the Native residents of this area are recognized as some of the 
wealthiest Indians in the country; it is simultaneously Indian land and suburban land.291 
Similarly, numerous other Dakota families who resided in suburban California during the 
1960s, 1970s, and early 1980s also returned to their Midwest reservation communities as 
they reached retirement age and wanted to reconnect with their extended families and 
cultures. 
 In more recent times, population mobility can often be seen in less dramatic ways. 
For example, there has been a gradual decrease in the percent of American Indian people 
living in Minneapolis and St. Paul over the last 30 years. Certainly some of this 
                                                
290 Assessment of American Indian Housing Needs and Programs: Final Report August 1995. 
 
291 Alvin M. Josephy Jr. Sioux Indian Interview Cassettes, Ayer Modern Manuscript Collection, Tape 26. 
Newberry Library, Chicago.  
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population has shifted to suburban areas, while others perhaps moved to or returned to 
their rural and/or reservation communities. However, since 2000, over 50 percent of the 
state’s American Indian people have resided in the suburbs of Minneapolis and St. 
Paul.292 Interestingly, this shift towards an increasingly suburban American Indian 
population coincides with the ability of individuals to self-identify with one or more races 
on census materials. These are astounding demographic shifts; in the years between 1980 
and 1990, only 14 percent of American Indian people lived in suburbs throughout 
Minnesota. As Figure 4.12 shows, American Indian people who self-identify as American 
Indian in combination with one or more races on census material, are much more likely 
than single-race American Indians to live in suburbs, or even urban areas as exhibited in 
Figure 4.13. Conversely, single-race American Indian people are significantly more 
likely to live in a rural area within the state that is within close proximity to a reservation 
(Figure 4.14).293 
 
                                                
292 This total reflects the total combined percent of single and multi-race American Indian people. This 
number also includes the Shakopee Mdewakanton Dakota Community, which I consider a suburb 
throughout my dissertation research.		
293 Using the Integrated Public Use Microdata Series (IPUMS) HOMELAND variable I was able to 
determine that in 2000 61% of rural Indian people lived either on or directly adjacent to a reservation, in 
2010 this number increased to 2010.  
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Figure 4.12 
 
Figure 4.13 
 
Figure 4.14 
 This shifting movement of American Indian people, while significant, is not a 
new phenomenon. As I discuss in each of my previous chapters, American Indian people 
have continuously migrated throughout the twentieth century, both independent from and 
in response to federal, state, and local policies. Yet, as I have demonstrated here, the last 
thirty years have witnessed the movement of Indian people in Minnesota into 
increasingly suburban areas for both single race and multi-race American Indian peoples, 
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as shown in Figure 4.15 and Figure 4.16. This shift and growth in population has closely 
followed marked improvements in education, employment, and homeownership for 
American Indian people, particularly for those who live in suburbs. While historical 
migrations of Indian people across the state, particularly Dakota and Ojibwe people, has 
followed seasonal rounds based on available resources, I argue that the resources of the 
late twentieth and early twenty-first century – education, jobs, homes – have influenced 
the continued movement of Indian people to suburban areas. More significantly, it is 
imperative that we reconsider how suburbs have been imagined and portrayed. After all, 
American Indian people were living in these places long before Euro-American settlers of 
the mid nineteenth century arrived. Elk River, Minnesota, the suburb to which the Jabs 
family moved, is an Indian place. Although Elk River has also become a contemporary 
“built” environment along the Mississippi and Rum Rivers, it has long been and 
continues to be an Ojibwe and Dakota meeting place.  
 
Figure 4.15 
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Figure 4.16 
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 Conclusion 
“The idea that land ownership was a mark of status, as well as a kind of sublime 
insurance agains ill fortunes, was brought to the new world as part of the cultural baggage 
of the European settlers. They established a society on the basis of the private ownership 
of property, and every attempt to organize settlements along other lines ultimately failed . 
. . The original Americans – so called Indians by the Europeans – did not join the rush. 
Unfamiliar with the concept of permanent land ownership, they believed instead that the 
soil, like the wind, the rain, and the sun, could be used, but not possessed. The typical 
Indian assumption was that each human was as much a passer-by on the land as the wild 
creatures were passers-by to him, and that no person had any more right to a particular 
habitat than any other person or any other living being.”294 
 
Though it is well known that suburban Indians are not a unique feature of Minnesota, I 
have continuously returned to several questions – what do suburban Indians look like, in 
terms of socioeconomic markers, in other states? How do suburban Indians fare in 
comparison to white persons and black persons across place? How has American Indian 
peoples’ relationship with and attainment of the key socioeconomic markers I introduce 
in Chapter Four changed over time? In order to better understand suburban Indians at the 
national level, I examine U.S. Census data from Arizona, California, North Carolina, 
Oklahoma, Wisconsin, and Wyoming as a comparison to Indian people in Minnesota.295 I 
have chosen each of these states for purposes of comparison for very specific reasons. 
First, I include Arizona because of the relatively large and seemingly homogenous 
American Indian population and because Arizona is home to the largest portion of the 
Navajo reservation. Second, California offers a significant opportunity for comparison 
because it is home to over one hundred federally recognized tribes and nearly one 
                                                
294 Jackson, Crabgrass Frontier, 53-54. 
295 All data contained within this Conclusion comes directly from the U.S. Censuses of 1960*, 1980, and 
2000 and was accessed through IPUMS USA unless otherwise noted. Steven Ruggles, Katie Genadek, 
Ronald Goeken, Josiah Grover, and Matthew Sobek. Integrated Public Use Microdata Series: Version 
6.0 [Machine-readable database]. Minneapolis: University of Minnesota, 2015. For 1960 all data contained 
within this chapter comes from the 1% sample.  
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hundred reservations – though small in size and population, therefore a much more 
diverse state tribally. Third, North Carolina is important in this study because though the 
history of removal that greatly devastated many of the tribes in the East and South, the 
state maintains a strong Native presence. Fourth, Oklahoma is distinct because though it 
is considered “Indian Country” with a large American Indian population, there are no 
longer any tribal reservations within the state.296 Fifth, I include Wisconsin for its real 
and presumed similarities and history to Minnesota as well as for its geographic 
proximity to Minnesota. Finally, I compare each of these states to Wyoming because of 
the state’s “ruralness” and it geographical location in the heart of the “West.”  
 I analyze statistical data from each of these seven states from years 1960, 1980, 
and 2000 across urban, suburban, and rural locations to examine socioeconomic status by 
measures of education, employment, and homeownership for American Indians, whites, 
and blacks. These data offer a sort of baseline for better understanding the socioeconomic 
status of American Indians as compared to other race groups across residential locations 
from states in differing regions of the country. I chose the years 1960, 1980, and 2000 in 
order to show change overtime but also because each of these census years asked similar 
questions about education, employment, and homeownership and used similar 
                                                
296 Instead tribes have “tribal jurisdictional areas.” Tribal jurisdictional areas were created by the 
Department of the Interior and the Internal Revenue Service to offer tax incentives to tribes and tribal 
members whose “former Indian reservations in Oklahoma” have since been dissolved. This includes “those 
lands within the boundaries of the last treaties, Executive Orders, federal agreements, federal statues, and 
Secretarial Orders with the Oklahoma Indian tribes.” The one exception to this is the Osage Nation who 
retains mineral rights to their reservation. https://www.irs.gov/uac/Geographic-Boundaries-Determined-for-
Tax-Incentives-Associated-with--Former-Indian-Reservations-in-Oklahoma (accessed March 1, 2016). See 
David Chang, The Color of the Land: Race, Nation, and the Politics of Landownership in Oklahoma, 1832-
1929 (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 2010) and Angela M. Risenhoover, “Reservation 
Disestablishment: The Undecided Issue in Oklahoma Tax Commission v. Sac and Fox Nation,” Tulsa Law 
Review Volume 29, Issue 3 (1994), 781-798 for more on the process of allotment of reservation land and 
the eventual loss of trust status.   
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geographical boundaries so that I am able to harmonize these data more accurately. For 
each year I have used variables accessible in IPUMS to categorize individuals as either in 
urban, suburban, or rural areas. For each year I separate those who are outside the 
metropolitan area (rural) from those in the metro area but outside the central city (suburb) 
and from those in central cities in the metro area (urban). However, there remained for 
each census year those who it is impossible to categorize geographically for each race 
group because of limits on geographical data and areas of lower density population. 
Those whose geographic location I was unable to determine using census data are not 
contained in the small multiples I include here, this “missing data” is represented as 
empty datasets.297 For each census year I examine, individuals were asked to self-report 
their and their households’ race. In years 1960 and 1980 individuals were only asked to 
report one race as represented here by “AmInd” for American Indian, as well as “White” 
and “Black;” I did not include other race groups. In year 2000 I include and distinguish 
between single-race American Indians (“AmInd”) and multiple-race American Indians 
(“AmInd+”). In order to convey this large amount of data I use small multiples.298 Small 
multiples are a series of small charts that use the same scale in order to efficiently 
compare and visualize data; this allows me to compare race and place across time. For 
each of the small multiples included here, I compare education (Figures 5.1, 5.2, and 5.3), 
employment (Figures 5.4, 5.5, and 5.6), and homeownership (Figures 5.7, 5.8, and 5.9) 
for American Indians, whites, and blacks across rural, suburban, and urban places in 
                                                
297 This occurs in year 1960 across several states where it is impossible to determine place because of low 
concentrations of population. 
298 For more on small multiples see Edward R. Tufte, Envisioning Information (Cheshire, Connecticut: 
Graphics Press, 1990).	
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1960, 1980, and 2000 in Arizona, California, Minnesota, North Carolina, Oklahoma, 
Wisconsin, and Wyoming.  
Education 
For each year, I accessed IPUMS data to determine the highest level of education 
attainment individuals across residential location reached. These data included five 
benchmarks, (1) less than twelfth grade, (2) completed high school, (3) completed some 
college, (4) completed college, and (5), professional or graduate school. Less than twelfth 
grade is shown in black and completed high school is displayed in medium gray. I 
combined completed some college, completed college, and attended professional or 
graduate school into one category – “completed some college” as represented in light 
gray (Figures 5.1, 5.2, and 5.3). 
 In 1960, across each of the seven states, American Indians had significantly lower 
levels of education attainment as compared to whites. In Minnesota, virtually all 
American Indian people who lived in rural areas lacked a twelfth grade education. 
Interestingly, the same was true for suburban Indian people in Wisconsin during the same 
year; however, this may be due to a very small suburban Indian population in Wisconsin 
in 1960. In 1960, very few Indian people in Minnesota and Wisconsin completed any 
college. In most instances American Indians completed less school than blacks during the 
same year across each of the seven states. In 1980, rural Indians in each of the seven 
states were more likely to not finish high school than suburban or urban Indians. The 
number of American Indian students who lived in rural areas and did not complete high 
school was much higher in Arizona and North Carolina as compared to the five other 
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states. In Minnesota and Wisconsin suburban Indians were much more likely to complete 
high school and in California suburban and urban Indians were more likely to complete 
some college than any of the other states. For each state, American Indians, on average, 
completed less school than whites and blacks who lived in the same areas, this was most 
notable for suburban American Indian and black students in Arizona, Minnesota, North 
Carolina, and Wisconsin. By year 2000 the education attainment of suburban Indian 
students in Arizona dramatically improved. During the same year, single-race suburban 
Indians attained higher levels of education than single-race Indians in rural and urban 
areas in each of the seven states. Interestingly, multiple-race American Indians in Arizona 
who lived in a suburb had the lowest levels of education as compared to rural and urban 
Indians in the state. Multiple-race suburban American Indians in Minnesota had the 
highest levels of education attainment compared to multiple-race American Indians in 
each of the six other states.  
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Employment 
In years 1960, 1980, and 2000 I examine employment, not in the workforce, and 
unemployed for American Indians, whites, and blacks for each of the seven states 
(Figures 5.4, 5.5, and 5.6). Individuals considered “not in the labor force” include persons 
who are unemployed but are no longer actively looking for work as well as individuals 
who are retired. Conversely, “unemployed” includes those who want to be employed but 
are not and those who continue to actively seek work. 
 In 1960 American Indian people in California had similar levels of employment 
regardless of where they lived. In Minnesota, suburban and urban Indians were more like 
to be unemployed than reservation Indians, though reservation and urban Indians had 
high rates of those not in the labor force – this often includes the chronically unemployed. 
In Wisconsin, suburban Indians were significantly more likely to be employed than urban 
and rural Indians. During the same year most urban Indians in Wisconsin were not in the 
labor force (again, symptomatic of those chronically unemployed) and a large percent of 
rural Indians were either not in the labor force or unemployed. These numbers are 
significant because in 1960 the Relocation program was still in full-effect. Relocation 
was envisioned as a way to move Indian people off of reservations and to urban areas 
where they would have access to more and better paying employment.299 As the data for 
Minnesota and Wisconsin show, this was certainly not the case. Employment rates for 
whites in 1960 are much more consistent for each of the states examined here. The 
number of blacks in Minnesota and Wisconsin who in 1960 reported themselves to be not 
in the labor market was also very high. Though this can often be as a result of chronic 
                                                
299 See Chapter Three for more on the Relocation program. 
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unemployment, it can also be due to simply being out of the workforce, those who choose 
not to work because of their financial situation or those who may be retired, which in 
each of these cases may be the case since in both state urban blacks have relatively high 
levels of employment. 
 In 1980 the employment rates for suburban Indians in California, Minnesota, and 
Wisconsin were markedly higher than their rural and urban counterparts. In Minnesota in 
particular, rural and urban Indians were much more likely to be unemployed, the same is 
true for urban Indians in North Carolina. During the same year the unemployment level 
for whites was lower than the unemployment levels for American Indians and blacks. 
Similar to suburban Indians in California, Minnesota, and Wisconsin, suburban blacks in 
these same states were also employed at the highest rates. In North Carolina, the state 
with the largest black population of those considered here, similar employment rates were 
seen across residential location. By 2000, the employment rate for single-race American 
Indians was relatively consistent across residential location for each of the seven states. 
The highest unemployment rates for single-race American Indians were in urban Arizona, 
urban and rural Minnesota, urban North Carolina, and rural Wisconsin and Wyoming. 
During the same year the employment rates for multiple-race American Indians, across 
each place and in each of the seven states, was either higher or with lower unemployment 
rates (and therefore slightly more workers not in the labor force). The rates for multiple-
race American Indians was much more similar to whites than to single-race American 
Indians or blacks for each place across all seven states.
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Homeownership 
I compare the homeownership rates (versus non or rental status) across residential 
location for each state during years 1960, 1980, and 2000 (Figures 5.7, 5.8, and 5.9). 
Measurement of homeownership across rural areas for American Indians poses an extra 
set of challenges to be aware of. Most “rural” American Indians live on reservation land 
that is held in trust by the federal government. This land cannot be owned in the 
conventional sense of the term or in terms for homeownership. Rather, on-reservation 
homeownership generally includes the home only, not the land it sits upon, as is most 
often the case outside of reservations. Therefore, on-reservation homeownership is 
generally more “affordable” because one is not also purchasing the land. Homeownership 
on-reservation is also often passed down generationally and, increasingly, tribes who 
have been successfully financially have been able to assist tribal members with home 
loans. Most of these home loans occur on reservation. It is important to consider these 
factors when comparing homes across place.300 
 In 1960, suburban Indians in Minnesota were significantly more likely to be 
homeowners than rural, urban, or suburban Indians in any of the other states considered 
here. Where data is available - in California, Minnesota, and Wisconsin – 
homeownership rates for Indian people were lowest in urban areas. The rate of 
homeownership for whites was significantly higher than for American Indians and blacks 
across each location of the seven states. In California and Wisconsin the highest rates of 
homeownership for whites were those who lived in suburban areas, for Indian people it 
was highest for those in rural (i.e. reservation) locations. The rate of urban 
                                                
300 See Chapter Four for more on homeownership and housing programs. 
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homeownership was much higher for urban blacks in Minnesota and Wisconsin than 
urban Indians in the same states. Similar to employment rates, this could also be viewed 
as a component of housing programs including Relocation.301 
 By 1980 the homeownership rates for all race groups improved across each state 
and residential location. In most states suburban homeownership rates surpassed rural 
homeownership rates for Indian people. For each of the states considered here, American 
Indians had higher rates of homeownership than blacks except for in Wisconsin and 
urban Indians in Minnesota. Homeownership rates for American Indian people in 2000 
were much more in-flux than two decades prior. Single-race American Indians, had, on 
average, lower rates of homeownership than multiple-race American Indians. For each 
state, single-race suburban Indians had higher rates of homeownership than single-race 
urban Indians and single-race rural Indians. In Arizona and California, multiple-race 
American Indians in suburbs had higher rates of homeownership than their urban or rural 
counterparts. In Minnesota, North Carolina, and Oklahoma, the rate of homeownership 
for multiple-race American Indians was very similar for rural and suburban Indian 
people. Perhaps as a result of gentrification, the urban homeownership for whites across 
all states was substantially higher than for urban Indians or urban blacks. 
 
 
 
 
                                                
301 See Chapter Three for more on Relocation. 
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 Are suburban Indians in Minnesota distinct? Yes and no. Certainly suburban 
American Indians in Minnesota have been more likely to be homeowners than suburban 
Indians in other states, particularly in 1960 and 1980 and education rates for suburban 
Indians in Minnesota have also been slightly higher than Indians in other states. 
However, the most marked difference of Indian people across place were those 
differences that occurred within states, across residential location. This is particularly true 
of homeownership rates. However, these data also provoke new questions. As scholars of 
American Indian demography have argued, the way an American Indian person identifies 
(as single or multiple-race American Indian, with specific tribal affiliation, etc.) is 
strongly tied to place, i.e. residential location and proximity to “homeland.”302 
Individuals who identify as single-race American Indian and indicate a tribe (or tribes) 
with which they are affiliated on census forms, are much more likely to live on-
reservation than multiple-race American Indians or those who claim American Indian 
“ancestry” without indicating clear tribal ties. Therefore, not only do socioeconomic 
factors play a significant role in distinguishing suburban Indians from urban or 
rural/reservation Indians, the way suburban Indians identify their race, ancestry, and 
tribal or reservation community ties also differs from on-reservation Indian people. As I 
demonstrate in Chapter Four (Figure 4.12), suburban Indians in Minnesota are much 
more likely to identify as multiple-race American Indians than as single-race American 
Indians.  
                                                
302 See Carolyn Liebler, “Homelands and indigenous identities in a multiracial era,” Social Science 
Research Volume 39, Issue 4, July 2010, 596-606, “Ties on the fringes of identity,” Social Science 
Research Volume 33, Issue 4, December 2004, 702-723, “History, place, and racial self-representation in 
21st century America,” Social Science Research Volume 57, May 2016, 211-232.  
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 These data also lead to a new set of questions in regards to Indian policy in terms 
of education and housing. In order to better make sense of and act upon the research I 
include here, it must be analyzed by access to services; particularly those services that are 
available to Indian people who are enrolled in federally recognized tribes. Most 
“services” to Indian people are provided on-reservation, rather than off. However, we 
know that rural Indian people have both seemingly contradictory lower rates of education 
attainment yet, in many cases, higher rates of homeownership. In what ways can, and 
should, services to American Indian people be better tailored to those they are designed 
to serve based on location and access to services/resources? Here, I am particularly 
interested in housing and homeownership programs for Indian people on- and off-
reservation and improved education programming on-reservation. As I discuss in Chapter 
Four, the IHLGP is relatively new (1992) and only more recently (2004) has it been 
available to Indian people who desire to live off-reservation. This has led to a huge gap in 
housing and homeownership programming for Indian people explicitly based on 
residential location. Despite the higher rates of on-reservation housing, it must be 
improved and brought up to the standards of off-reservation housing and to do so 
affordably, locally, and sustainably. Much of the on-reservation housing stock is severely 
outdated and lacks the features commonplace in off-reservation housing – namely basic 
levels of energy efficiency, complete and safe plumbing and electric, and enough space to 
house the individuals who live there. According to the National Congress of American 
Indians, “forty percent of on-reservation housing is considered substandard (compared to 
6 percent outside of Indian Country) and nearly one-third of homes on reservations are 
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overcrowded. Less than half of the homes on reservations are connected to public sewer 
systems, and 16 percent lack indoor plumbing.”303 Therefore, despite the number of 
American Indian housing programs that focus on on-reservation housing, the bulk of 
housing on many reservations continues to be inadequate with much of it dating to the 
1960s when HUD’s public housing program was newly created. As a result, there is great 
discrepancy not only between homeownership rates on and off reservation, but also the 
quality of homes as well, each of these are a direct result of federal Indian and federal 
housing program and policies that, as I argue throughout my dissertation, are services 
guaranteed in the historic treaty making process for many tribes. 
 The data I analyze here works to document the importance of education, 
employment, and housing for American Indian people across residential location. I 
interpret this data as a new way to think about homeownership at a most basic level, for 
example, are those with access to “adequate” housing more likely to reach higher levels 
of education and maintain employment at “better” jobs regardless of residential location? 
These data also force us to think critically about access to housing programs, as I discuss 
in Chapters Three and Four. American Indian people have historically been excluded 
from federally funded housing and homeownership programs. This stems from an overall 
lack of understanding between access to Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) programs and 
Federal Housing Administration Housing (FHA) and Department of Housing and Urban 
Development programs (HUD) as well as failures on behalf of the federal government to 
provide necessary housing services to all Indian people and the inherent racism in the 
                                                
303 http://www.ncai.org/policy-issues/economic-development-commerce/housing-infrastructure (accessed 
March 30, 2016). 
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housing market. Therefore, further studies specific to American Indian housing patterns, 
on and off reservation, are warranted to better distinguish between socioeconomic factors 
and/or external forces (i.e. racism, lack of governmental support/programs) that lead or 
do not lead to homeownership for Indian people and the lack of access to housing or 
homeownership programs for Indian people.  
 Over the last seven years, while researching and writing this dissertation, I have 
constantly thought about suburban Indians and housing. Yet I have not met one Indian 
person since beginning this project, including those who live both on and off reservation, 
who has known about the Section 184 home loan program. The one exception is the Jabs 
family who was informed of the program by their Native realtor. To me, this is 
remarkable. The program has had tremendous benefits for Indian people who seek 
homeownership, on and off reservation, yet it has remained out of the purview of most 
Indian people.  
 During the fall of 2016, the Jabs’ family was in the final days of home 
construction and just weeks away from closing on their new, suburban home. It was 
October 2013 and members of both political parties, including members of Congress 
could not agree on, or pass, a 2014 budget or approve a dept ceiling increase. The federal 
government shut down. Hundreds of thousands of federal employees were furloughed. 
Among the federal agencies closed as a result of the government shut down was the 
Office of Native American Programs (ONAP), which falls under the HUD umbrella. 
ONAP administers and essentially “signs-off” on all Section 184 Home Loans. The Jabs 
were not able to close on or move into the home they had spent so long planning for. Is 
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the shutdown drug on, they were forced to scramble and find last minute 
accommodations. When the government “re-opened” 16 days later, the closing of the 
Jabs home was further delayed as ONAP, and other federal agencies, had to first deal 
with a backlog of requests.304 However, individuals who were purchasing homes at the 
same moment using more traditional mortgages, including FHA home loans, had their 
home loans processed, were able to close on, and eventually moved into their new homes 
during the federal government shut down. This more recent scenario once again reveals 
the dramatic and unequal inconsistencies in federal Indian and federal housing programs. 
 This dissertation begins with a historical analysis of primary source materials and 
early census records to demonstrate the ways in which today’s suburbs are historically 
Indian places. This serves as a foundation for everything else that follows – a new way to 
think about suburban Indians. Throughout the nineteenth century federal Indian policies 
sought to destroy Indian peoples’ claim and ties to land. In Minnesota, the federal, state, 
and local level policies to do just that did not succeed. Dakota and Ojibwe people 
remained in the areas at and around the confluence of the Mississippi, Minnesota, St. 
Croix, and Rum Rivers – the places that would soon become suburbs. Throughout the 
first half of the twentieth century, Indian people continued to migrate to this region, 
finding work and making homes. Census records from the first decades of the twentieth 
century reveal these early American Indian homeowners, a time when the Twin Cities 
were just beginning to take shape. The Indian people who lived throughout the seven 
                                                
304 The government shut down further impacted virtually every reservation community across the country. 
The Bureau of Indian Affairs was reduced to “essential” operations like police and fire services. Tribal 
support to provide crucial services to tribal members were further reduced, including medical care, foster 
care and services, and domestic violence services. All tribal funding payments were also delayed during the 
shut down. 
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county metro area at mid-century helped to build the Indian community that is here 
today, across city and suburb, and served as pull factor that would continue to attract 
Indian people to the growing metropolis. The wave of American Indians to the Twin 
Cities throughout the mid to late-twentieth century also coincides with federal housing 
and federal Indian policies designed to house and move individuals and families, Native 
and not. As the Twin Cities changed, the Indian people who called the suburbs around 
Minneapolis and St. Paul home changed too. The forces of history and policy and the lure 
of place and family have led to a new and distinct group of Indian people – suburban 
Indians. This population continues to grow, change, and adapt – reminding us of the 
inevitable and natural association between Indian people and suburbs.   
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Epilogue 
During summer 2012, after completing my third year of graduate school, my-now-
husband and I made the decision to transition from renters to homeowners and began the 
process of looking for a home. We hired a realtor, were pre-approved for a mortgage, and 
looked at nearly 30 homes across the Twin Cities, homes that were both in suburban 
communities and in urban neighborhoods of Minneapolis and St. Paul. As a scholar 
whose research is grounded in suburbanization, access to suburbs, and race, and as a 
Native woman, it was it important that we live in a diverse community – racially and 
economically. Our realtor patiently worked with us to make this a reality, even though for 
him, it meant a lower commission because we maintained a very tight budget and the 
neighborhoods we were interested in were not those typically considered as “up and 
coming” or even “desirable” by most young married couples. We certainly were not 
interested in new construction or “exurbs.” Eventually we saw a home we loved in 
Crystal, Minnesota, an older, inner-ring suburb of Minneapolis. It was a Sunday in late 
August. I remember because after looking at the house that afternoon we then drove the 
twenty minutes to Shakopee to attend the annual Shakopee Mdewakanton Sioux 
Community Wacipi or powwow.  
 While at the powwow our minds constantly raced, thinking about the home we 
just saw. We were in such a position where we needed to decide that day if we wanted to 
put in an offer as the next day the selling agent would be hosting an open house. If they 
received an offer from us, ahead of the open house, we would have first rights to the 
house. After the powwow, as we were driving home, we decided to put in an offer and 
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contacted our realtor to tell him. Fortunately for us, it worked out and the process to 
closing went smoothly. We moved into our new home the last weekend of September 
2012. We loved our new neighborhood. Our block is home to white, Mexican, and black 
persons. There are both families and single persons, those well past retirement age and 
elementary school children. While most people in our neighborhood are heteronormative, 
there are also those who identify as a member of the LGBTQ community. We are 
surrounded by economic diversity – individuals who have undergone economic 
uncertainty through layoff, and more recently, a neighbor who has undergone foreclosure 
as well as neighbors whose home are fully paid off. Certainly these qualities do not 
always make a neighborhood desirable for all peoples, but for us, it did. We were drawn 
to our very modest sized lot and tree-lined street because of these attributes. Just one 
week after moving into our new home, a rambler built at the height of postwar 
suburbanization in 1951, we learned we have a neighbor who is a Dakota elder, an 
enrolled member at Lower Sioux in western Minnesota.  
 Though I grew up in another suburb not too far from here, the process of 
becoming a homeowner with my husband forced me to critically think about what 
suburbanization and homeownership means for people, particularly for American 
Indians. During the process of our home search and mortgage application and approval I 
never once heard of the Section 184 home loan program for Indian people, a program I 
indeed qualified for. Instead, we have a more “traditional” mortgage that required us to 
put more money down, require us to pay monthly mortgage insurance, and directly linked 
our mortgage interest rate to our credit scores. The Indian Home Loan Guarantee 
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Program (IHLGP) works to alleviate these barriers to homeownership for Indian people. 
Instead, my husband and I, first time homebuyers, with no family to rely on for financial 
support or guidance, navigated the web of home purchase alone. But we are lucky, we are 
educated and were able to understand the long and complicated process, we were able to 
plan ahead, to save money, and eventually make economic and personal sacrifices to 
make homeownership for us a reality. Today, I think back about the access to 
homeownership for Indian people and how for many, each step in the process can be a 
severe financial and/or personal burden that prevents homeownership and discourages so 
many.  
 I have become increasingly cognizant of what it means to live in a suburb as an 
Indian person. Growing up, my family and I occasionally traveled to the reservation 
where my mom grew up (and resides today) in Tuolumne, California, where much of our 
family continues to reside. Though Oklahoma lacks any real reservations, I spent more 
time there each summer, visiting my maternal grandmother, an enrolled member of the 
Citizen Potawatomi Nation. More recently, I have spent brief periods of time in northern 
Minnesota at the Red Lake Reservation learning about the people and policies of the 
community. Through each of these experiences, I have come to believe suburban Indians 
certainly are distinct from Indian people who live on reservation, but not for reasons that 
most may assume. Many of the differences between suburban, urban, and 
rural/reservation Indians are associated with and tied to socioeconomic status and access 
to upward mobility, but this appears to come at a cost. In Chapter Four I examine the key 
socioeconomic markers of education, employment, and homeownership for American 
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Indian people in Minnesota across suburban, urban, and rural/reservation communities. 
As I discuss, the ways in which suburban Indians differ from urban and rural/reservation 
Indians is also directly tied to federal Indian policy and housing policies, as well as the 
legacy such policies have had on Indian communities. I draw conclusions about access to 
various forms of upward mobility and how suburban Indians, on average, have more 
access to them. Importantly, suburban Indians are also much more likely to identify as 
multi-race people rather than exclusively as single-race American Indians with ties to 
tribal communities.  Throughout this dissertation I have maintained a consistent focus 
on Minnesota and the Twin Cities suburbs in particular, and for good reason – the Twin 
Cities are the traditional homelands of the Dakota and Ojibwe people, the Twin Cities is 
home to a relatively large urban Indian population, and because of the proximity to the 
state’s eleven reservation communities. But Minnesota is not unique; American Indian 
people have participated in each of the processes of suburbanization that occurred 
throughout the long twentieth century across the country, from coast to coast. Today, 
most American Indian people live off-reservation and instead reside in metropolitan 
areas, increasingly the chose to live in suburbs, historically Indian places. 
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